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Senate
The Senate met at 11:30 a.m. and was

called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Senate will come to order. The Chap-
lain will now deliver the opening pray-
er.

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we praise You for
Your grace and goodness. You will
what is best for us as individuals and
as a nation. You desire to bless us with
the wisdom and discernment we need
to solve our Nation’s problems. And
yet, we have learned that You wait for
us to ask for Your help. By Your provi-
dence You have placed the Senators in
positions of great authority not just
because of their human abilities, but
because they are willing to seek and
follow Your guidance. Together, with
one mind and heart, we intercede for
one another across party lines and ide-
ological differences. We know that if
we trust You, You will be on time and
in time to help us with crucial discus-
sions and decisions today. Give us the
courage to put the needs of the Nation
first above political advantage. You
have promised that if we pray with
complete trust in You, You will inter-
vene to answer our prayers. In the
name of the Way, the Truth, and the
Life. Amen.
f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader is recog-
nized.
f

SCHEDULE

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President,
this morning, the Senate will be in a
period of morning business until 1 p.m.
Following morning business, the Sen-
ate expects to begin consideration of S.

767, the uniformed services tax filing
fairness bill. Passage of that bill is ex-
pected, and it will then be the leader’s
intention to begin consideration of the
budget resolution conference report.
There are 10 hours for debate on the
conference report, but it is hoped that
a significant portion of that time will
be yielded back. Therefore, Members
should expect rollcall votes throughout
today’s session of the Senate.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

Mr. President, I note the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk (Kath-
leen Alvarez Tritak) proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HUTCHINSON). Without objection, it is
so ordered.
f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.
f

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period of morning business not to ex-
tend beyond 1 p.m., with Senators per-
mitted to speak up to 10 minutes each,
with the following exceptions: Senator
BROWNBACK, 20 minutes; Senator BAYH,
10 minutes; Senators DOMENICI and
WELLSTONE, 15 minutes total; Senator
LEAHY, 15 minutes; and Senator
CLELAND, 15 minutes.

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized.
f

KOSOVO

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, not very
long ago it would have been difficult to

find anyone in this country who had
heard of Kosovo, that part of the
former Yugoslavia which is today en-
gulfed in a humanitarian calamity and
where NATO is conducting the first
combat operation in its 50 year history.

During the past three weeks we have
watched the catastrophe in Kosovo un-
fold. Over 600,000 Kosovar-Albanians
have fled their homes or been herded
onto trains with little more than the
shirts on their backs, simply because of
their ethnicity and because they are
Muslim.

Today they are struggling to survive
in the mud and squalor of camps in
Macedonia and Albania, or in third
countries. Families have been torn
apart. Men and boys have been taken
away and their fate is unknown.
Women and girls have been raped. Chil-
dren have been lost or abandoned.

Another 200–500,000 people are said to
be displaced inside Kovoso, with little
access to food or medicine. Luckily it
is not winter, but it is still a humani-
tarian disaster on a scale not seen in
Europe for half a century.

I supported NATO’s decision to at-
tack Serbian President Milosevic’s
forces.

We could debate how we got to this
point, about the way the negotiations
were handled at Rambouillet and
whether he might have refrained from
invading Kosovo had the diplomacy
been conducted differently.

Legitimate questions have been
asked about whether the ultimatum
put to the Serbs at Rambouillet, which
would have led to the partition of their
country, was realistic or sustainable.
Many knowledgeable people have ar-
gued that administration officials did
not fully understand the history of the
former Yugoslavia or the importance of
Kosovo to the Serbs, that they seri-
ously underestimated Milosevic, took a
bad situation and have made it worse.

We could also ask whether our rela-
tions with Russia, which have been
badly damaged in recent weeks, could
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have been managed better, and what
role the Russians should be encouraged
to play in helping to resolve this crisis.

But after the collapse of the Ram-
bouillet talks, and after Milosevic had
ignored dozens of United Nations reso-
lutions, violated every agreement he
had signed, continued to slaughter in-
nocent Kosovar-Albanians and amassed
tens of thousands of troops and armor
on the Kosovo-Serbia border—and
there apparently is evidence that
Milosevic planned the expulsion of eth-
nic Albanians well before the NATO
bombing began—we had but two
choices:

Do nothing as Milosevic’s forces
rolled through Kosovo while savagely
beating or executing and burning the
homes of every man, woman and child
who refused his ‘‘ethnic cleansing’’; or
try to deter him with force. I favored
the latter.

Like so many others who hoped that
Milosevic would accept autonomy for
Kosovo secured by an international
peacekeeping force, I have seen my
worst fears realized.

The NATO air attacks have damaged
Serbia’s military infrastructure, but
they have failed to achieve their pri-
mary goal: preventing the ethnic
cleansing of Kosovo.

Milosevic’s forces have swept
through Kosovo burning whole villages,
brutalizing and killing civilians, leav-
ing nothing in their wake and forcing
hundreds of thousands of people to flee.
It may not be on the scale of Nazi Ger-
many, but it is certainly reminiscent
of those days.

Mr. President, not many people
would have anticipated the magnitude
of the catastrophe that has befallen
Kosovo today. But many people pre-
dicted that Milosevic would fight to
hold on to Kosovo, and many doubted
that air power alone would stop him.

I favored the use of force. But, like
many others, I have been disappointed
by the way this air campaign has been
carried out.

We probably could not have stopped
Milosevic’s forces from invading
Kosovo after the Rambouillet talks
collapsed. Forty thousand of his sol-
diers, with tanks, were poised on the
border ready to invade.

But I certainly expected that we
would hit him with enough firepower
so that among the first targets bombed
would be those Serbian forces. Instead,
they encountered almost no resistance
as they emptied Kosovo of its inhab-
itants, destroyed their homes, and
achieved complete control over Kosovo
in a matter of days—the very result we
had sought to prevent.

Now his soldiers are hiding in the vil-
lages and rugged terrain of Kosovo, and
we are facing the far more difficult,
dangerous and costly challenge of forc-
ing them to withdraw and creating a
safe environment for the refugees to re-
turn and rebuild their lives.

Despite claims by NATO and Pen-
tagon officials that they predicted ev-
erything, the United States and the

rest of NATO were clearly unprepared
for the debacle that has unfolded. I sus-
pect historians may not look kindly on
the Administration officials who did
not have a contingency plan if
Milosevic refused to back down after a
few days or weeks of NATO bombing,
who seem to have no strategy except
more bombing, and who apparently se-
lected their targets by committee.

The fact that NATO leaders have
been scrambling to get more aircraft to
Kosovo, and that we are told that it
will take weeks to put a few Apache
helicopters into service there, is per-
haps the best evidence of this.

Having said that, we should not lose
sight of the reasons we are in Kosovo.
Had it not been for the Secretary of
State, I doubt that anyone in the Ad-
ministration would have argued as pas-
sionately for using force to try to pre-
vent crimes against humanity.

I applaud her for it, because I believe
that today, in the year of the 50th an-
niversary of the Geneva Conventions,
NATO could not have turned its back
on the ethnic cleansing of thousands of
defenseless people in the heart of Eu-
rope.

The alternative was to give a green
light to Milosevic and other would-be
Milosevic’s, and to severely curtail
NATO’s future role as an enforcer of
international humanitarian law in Eu-
rope.

Some have suggested that because we
did not act to prevent the slaughter in
Rwanda, or in Sierra Leone, or Sudan,
or any number of other places, that
NATO should not intervene here.

I disagree. In fact, I believe that we
and our allies in and outside of Africa
should have tried to protect the inno-
cent in Rwanda, where half a million
people, in the span of only three
months, were murdered because of
their ethnicity.

If we have learned anything from
that experience and others, it is that
by not acting, by allowing genocide to
occur, we diminish ourselves and we in-
vite similar atrocities elsewhere.

Others have opposed our involvement
in Kosovo on the grounds that we risk
becoming bogged down in another Viet-
nam. As one who in 1974 cast a deciding
vote against the Vietnam war, I am
sympathetic to those concerns.

But we and our NATO allies have
been at war in Kosovo for a total of
three weeks. For the first four years of
the Vietnam War, our Government’s
policy was strongly supported by the
Congress and the American people. It
was only when the Pentagon’s credi-
bility was shattered by the 1968 Tet of-
fensive, and it became clear that the
war could not be won, that the country
turned against the war.

It is also interesting that some of the
most vocal opponents of NATO’s use of
force in Kosovo are the very Members
of Congress who strongly supported our
involvement in Vietnam.

Some of them have argued that since
the Serbian people have rallied behind
President Milosevic we should recog-

nize that our policy is not working and
find a way out. The reaction of the Ser-
bian people is very troubling, but it is
a predictable consequence of war and
Milosevic’s tight control of the press.
We saw the same thing in Iraq, despite
Saddam Hussein’s brutal repression of
his own people.

One does not have to equate
Milosevic with Hitler. But let us not
forget that millions of Germans sup-
ported Adolf Hitler. That was hardly a
reason not to fight him.

And contrary to the lies of Serbian
officials that the ethnic Albanians who
were rounded up and forced to flee were
only trying to escape the NATO bomb-
ing, the refugees, many of whom saw
their relatives murdered, see NATO as
their only hope.

The facts are:
Whether or not we believe that diplo-

macy handled differently might have
achieved a different result;

Whether or not the NATO military
campaign should have been conducted
differently once the decision to use
force was made;

Whether or not the President should
have publicly ruled out the use of
ground forces;

Whether one likes it or not—we need
to recognize the unavoidable fact of
which the senior Senator from Arizona,
Senator MCCAIN, has so consistently
reminded us: Our country is the leader
of NATO and NATO is fighting a war.
Now that we are in it we need to win it.
If we fail we will all be the losers.

This is not the time to debate what
might have been or to obfuscate or to
hedge one’s bets. It is a time to stand
up as a country united behind the
President, the Secretary of State, the
Pentagon, our soldiers and our NATO
allies in support of a cause that is just,
and a cause that will determine the
credibility, effectiveness, and future
mission of NATO.

Let us remember. It is President
Milosevic who is destroying the lives of
the people of Kosovo, the very people
whom he claims to represent. It is he
who has driven them from their homes.
It is his forces who are killing, raping
and pillaging. It is his forces who are
laying landmines where refugees are
fleeing.

And let us remember that this is not
the first time President Milosevic has
laid waste to an entire country. In Bos-
nia his troops murdered thousands and
buried them in mass graves, and up-
rooted hundreds of thousands, again
because of their ethnicity.

We should all be concerned by the
damage the NATO military campaign
has caused to our relations with Rus-
sia.

I am told that the Russian people are
united in their anger at the United
States like never before since the end
of the Cold War.

They have seen their country trans-
formed from a superpower to a crippled
giant. They felt that NATO’s expansion
was unnecessary and an attempt to
gain advantage over Russia. They see
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the air attacks against Serbia as one
more example of the unchecked misuse
of American power.

I am told that our policy has only
strengthened the hard-liners in Russia.

I am disturbed by the photographs of
Russian Prime Minister Primakov cod-
dling President Milosevic. We have also
heard threatening statements by Presi-
dent Yeltsin and other Russian offi-
cials, opposing the NATO air strikes
and intimating that Russia might act
militarily to defend its interests in the
Balkans.

No one can deny the overriding im-
portance of our relations with Russia
and the need to find a way for Russia
to join with us in trying to resolve this
crisis. Perhaps that includes a major
role for Russian soldiers in any inter-
national security force in Kosovo.

But the fact remains that it would be
foolhardy for Russia to become mili-
tarily involved in Kosovo. The NATO
attacks against Milosevic are not in
any way directed at Russia. All of
NATO’s members are collectively
standing up against genocide in Eu-
rope. Russia’s long-term economic and
security interests are clearly better
served by joining with the United
States and Europe, rather than casting
its lot with the likes of Milosevic.

We must also reflect on the reaction
of the people of Serbia and Monte-
negro. For years our policy has failed
to account for the complexities of the
history of the Balkans, and we are pay-
ing a price for that today.

We have a tendency to oversimplify
and over-personalize our foreign policy,
to forget that in the past the Serbian
people have suffered, too. But while we
know that they also have been victim-
ized by President Milosevic, we cannot
excuse them for rallying to his defense
when all of Europe is united against ev-
erything he represents.

Mr. President, there has been a great
deal of talk, both pro and con, about
the deployment of American soldiers as
part of a NATO ground force, in
Kosovo.

As much as I hope that ground troops
are not necessary, I felt it was unwise
to rule them out because I believe it
only emboldened President Milosevic.

I also know of no one who thinks this
mission can be accomplished by air
power alone, and the administration
needs a more realistic strategy. We
need policy based on solid plans—not
policy based on polls.

Again, I think we should heed the ad-
vice of Senator MCCAIN. What are our
goals—NATO’s goals—today? In my
mind, it is to force Milosevic to agree
to a ceasefire, the withdrawal of his
forces from Kosovo, the safe return of
the refugees secured by an inter-
national force, and autonomy for
Kosovo.

If we can prove the experts wrong
and accomplish that with air power
alone, so much the better.

But if we cannot, if ground troops are
necessary to achieve our goals, we
must use them, and NATO should be

making preparations for the possibility
that they will be needed. The bulk of
those forces should come from Europe,
but as the leader of NATO we would
have a responsibility to contribute our
share.

To those who complain that Kosovo
is not worth the life of a single Amer-
ican soldier, I would say this: As Amer-
icans we cherish the life of every Amer-
ican soldier, and we give our armed
forces the best available training and
technology to defend themselves. Mili-
tary missions always involve danger.
In this mission, an enormous amount is
at stake for our country, for NATO, for
the people of Kosovo, and for human-
ity.

What is the alternative? To give in to
ethnic cleansing after taking a prin-
cipled stand against it? That would be
a terrible defeat for NATO, and for the
cause of international justice and secu-
rity. It would be a terrible precedent
for us to bequeath to the generations
that will follow us in the next century.

No one can predict how long this war
will last, or how it will end. Let us
hope that President Milosevic soon rec-
ognizes that he risks losing everything.

In the meantime, we owe our grati-
tude and our support to our soldiers,
and to the humanitarian relief organi-
zations that are providing emergency
food, shelter and medical assistance to
the refugees.

They have been heroic.
Mr. President, I am also concerned

about a disturbing report I received
this morning that United States forces
have used landmines against the Serbs.

I am told that these are anti-tank
mines, but they are mixed with anti-
personnel mines, which are prohibited
under an international treaty which
unfortunately the United States has
not signed.

However, every one of our NATO al-
lies except for Turkey is a party to
that treaty, and I wonder if they are
aware of this since our planes are using
airfields located in those countries.

In fact, at last count 135 nations had
signed the treaty, and 71 have ratified.
The United States should be among
them.

Nobody would argue that the United
States is bound by a treaty it has not
ratified. But it is very disappointing
that at the same time that the Admin-
istration is holding itself out as a lead-
er in the worldwide effort to ban land-
mines, it is using mines itself.

Mr. President, I have asked the Pen-
tagon to confirm whether or not this
report is true. I hope it is not.

But if it is true, it is only a matter of
time before innocent people are
maimed or killed by these weapons.

It sends the wrong message to the
rest of the world. And frankly, while I
support the Administration’s use of
force against Milosevic I do not know
anyone who believes we need landmines
to achieve our goals. It is unnecessary,
it is wrong, and it will only further
erode the Administration’s credibility
on an issue that cries out for the
United States to set the example.

Mr. President, I am hoping this re-
port is not true. But we will find out
because if it is, we should stop using
them. It is a disturbing thing that we
would be so different from the rest of
our allies.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
SPECTER, who will be coming back
here—I promised him I would do this
for him—be allowed to speak for up to
15 minutes in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAYH addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana is recognized.
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I, first,

want to express my great respect for
my colleague from Vermont, a man
with whom I not only have the pleas-
ure of serving, but he served with my
father. The respect the Bayh family
has for the Senator goes from genera-
tion to generation. It is a privilege to
be on the floor with the Senator from
Vermont.

f

COMMENDING PURDUE UNIVER-
SITY WOMEN’S BASKETBALL
TEAM

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I send a
resolution to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 76) commending the

Purdue University women’s basketball team
on winning the 1999 National Collegiate Ath-
letic Association women’s basketball cham-
pionship.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the resolution.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak not only on my own be-
half but on behalf of my senior col-
league, DICK LUGAR, who, unfortu-
nately, could not be with us at the last
moment. I know he will be submitting
his own remarks on behalf of the Lady
Boilermakers and their outstanding
victory in the NCAA women’s basket-
ball tournament this year. I know the
rules prohibit me from pointing any-
body out in the galleries, but I want to
say how much I appreciate the pres-
ence of several constituents today; in
particular, the mayor of West Lafay-
ette, IN, several officials representing
Purdue University, and several of our
distinguished citizens from Lafayette,
Tippecanoe County, and elsewhere
across our State.

Mr. President, basketball is perhaps
synonymous with the State of Indiana,
not only because we love to play the
game, not only because we believe in
physical fitness, but because of the
character, the determination, and the
other fine attributes associated with
that sport that are necessary for suc-
cess in it.
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This year’s Purdue women’s basket-

ball team, perhaps better than any
other, exhibits those character traits.
They are an example of Indiana at its
finest and the United States of Amer-
ica at its finest. So I rise today to sa-
lute them both as individuals and as a
team for their accomplishments.

Mr. President, this team was an ex-
ample of near perfection. Their record
was an outstanding 34 victories and
only 1 defeat. They are the first wom-
en’s championship team representing
any Big Ten university in any sport.
Their coach, Carolyn Peck, an out-
standing individual, is not only the
youngest coach to lead a winning team
to the NCAA tournament, but she is
also the first African American one to
do it. One of their star players, Steph-
anie White-McCarty, is not only a first-
team athletic all-American, but also
an academic all-American. As a matter
of fact, Mr. President, she represents
the rest of the team very well in that
regard.

The team, as a whole, had a com-
bined grade point average of 3.0, which
is very good by today’s standards, par-
ticularly with regard to the athletic
community.

Mr. President, once again, I salute
the Lady Boilermakers for their out-
standing contributions not only on the
basketball court, but because of the
outstanding individuals they are.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise
today to join with my colleague from
Indiana as a cosponsor of this Senate
resolution commending the Purdue
University women’s basketball team on
winning the 1999 National Collegiate
Athletic Association (NCAA) basket-
ball championship.

The Lady Boilermakers this year
have made Indiana history in becoming
the first women’s sport to bring home
a national championship title for Pur-
due University. They are also the first
women’s basketball team in the Big
Ten Athletic Conference to win the
NCAA title.

This resolution is a fitting tribute
and a deserving honor for Coach Caro-
lyn Peck and the team members who
persevered throughout the long season
and the playoffs to win the national
title. Their commitment and dedica-
tion to this tremendous effort is dem-
onstrated by their winning record of 34
games—including a string of 32 con-
secutive victories. Throughout this
storied season, the Lady Boilers’ skill
and dedication was matched only by
the grace and dignity with which they
carried themselves as a team en route
to the national title.

For departing seniors Ukari Figgs
and Stephanie White-McCarty, this
victory is truly special as they com-
plete their studies at Purdue and look
toward the future. Winning the NCAA
title is an historic and special occa-
sion—placing this team among a select
company of national champions. Their
triumph will be remembered at Purdue
and throughout our State for years to
come.

The dedication and sportsmanship
demonstrated throughout the season
by the Lady Boilers reaffirm our strong
basketball tradition in Indiana. The
team’s competitive spirit and commit-
ment to excellence make them deserv-
ing recipients of the accolades of the
nation and the honor of this special
Senate resolution.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the resolution and
preamble be agreed to en bloc and that
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table, without intervening action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The resolution (S. Res. 76) was agreed

to.
The preamble was agreed to.
The resolution, with its preamble,

reads as follows:
S. RES. 76

Whereas the Purdue University Lady Boil-
ermakers (Lady Boilers) won their first Na-
tional Championship in the National Colle-
giate Athletic Association women’s basket-
ball tournament on March 28, 1999;

Whereas the Lady Boilers finished the 1998-
99 season with an outstanding record, win-
ning 34 games, including 32 consecutive vic-
tories;

Whereas the Lady Boilers proudly brought
Purdue University its first ever NCAA cham-
pionship in any women’s sport, and did so
with skill matched by grace and dignity;

Whereas the Lady Boilers claimed the first
ever NCAA women’s basketball champion-
ship by any member of the Big Ten Athletic
Conference; and

Whereas the Lady Boilers have brought
great pride and distinction to the State of
Indiana: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Purdue University Lady Boilers basketball
team for winning the National Collegiate
Athletic Association women’s basketball na-
tional championship.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I yield the
floor, and I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 6
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

THE SENATE’S CONTINUING FAIL-
URE TO ACT ON JUDICIAL NOMI-
NATIONS

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, baseball
season began earlier this month and al-
ready the Senate is lagging behind the
home run pace of Mark McGwire. Last
summer I began comparing the Sen-
ate’s lack of progress on judicial nomi-
nations with home run pace of
McGwire and other major leaguers. I
had tried everything else I could think

of: I had lectured the Republican ma-
jority about the Senate’s duty to the
judicial branch under the Constitution,
I had cited the caseloads and backlogs
in many courts around the country, I
had introduced legislation to prevent
the Senate from going on vacation
while the Second Circuit was experi-
encing an unprecedented emergency
declared by Chief Judge Winter in the
face of five vacancies out of 12 author-
ized members of the court.

I recently attended an historic meet-
ing of the Baltimore Orioles major
league baseball team and the Cuban
team in Havana. During the Easter re-
cess the Nation’s Capital witnessed ex-
hibition baseball between the Montreal
Expos and the St. Louis Cardinals and
got to see Big Mac in person. Maybe
another baseball comparison can in-
spire the Senate into action on Federal
judges this year.

It is already mid-April and the Sen-
ate has yet to act on a single judicial
nominee. Worse yet the Senate Judici-
ary Committee has yet to hold or even
schedule a confirmation hearing. At
this rate, I will have to start com-
paring the Senate’s pace for the con-
firmation of Federal judges to the
home run pace of American League
pitchers. Since they do not bat, the
Senate has a chance of keeping up with
them.

Of course, last year the Senate had
gotten off to an early lead on Mark
McGwire. Last January through the
end of April, the Senate had confirmed
22 judges. By the All Star break last
July, the Senate had confirmed 33
judges. It took Big Mac 10 weeks to
catch and pass the Senate last year.

This year, McGwire passed the Sen-
ate’s total on opening day. That is be-
cause this year the Senate has yet to
confirm a single Federal judge. That is
right: In spite of the 33 judicial nomi-
nations now pending, in spite of the
fact that at least a dozen of those
nominees have been pending before the
Senate for more than 9 months, in
spite of the fact that four of those
nominations were favorably reported
by the Senate Judiciary Committee
and were on the Senate calendar last
year, in spite of the 67 vacancies in-
cluding 28 judicial emergency vacan-
cies, the Senate has yet to confirm a
single Federal judge all year. Incred-
ibly Mark McGwire is still on pace
with what he accomplished last year.
Regrettably, the Senate is not on even
or on a slower pace than it was last
year; it has no pace at all.

By the end of last year, the Senate fi-
nally picked up its pace and confirmed
65 Federal judges—the highest total
since the Republican majority took
control of the Senate. That was 65 of
the 91 nominations received for the 115
vacancies the Federal judiciary experi-
enced last year. Together with the 36
judges confirmed in 1997, the total
number of article III Federal judges
confirmed during the last Congress was
a 2-year total of 101—the same total
that was confirmed in 1 year when
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Democrats last made up the majority
of the Senate in 1994. Of course, the
Senate fell short of the record-setting
70 home run total of Mark McGwire
and 66 homers hit by Sammy Sosa.

The Judicial Conference of the
United States has recommended that
Congress authorize an additional 69
judgeships besides, in order for the
Federal courts to have the judicial re-
sources they need to do the justice.
These are in addition to the 67 current
vacancies. That means that the Fed-
eral courts need the equivalent of 136
more judges. I cannot remember a time
when the resource needs of the Federal
courts were so neglected by the Con-
gress.

During the four years that the Re-
publican majority has controlled the
Senate, it has barely kept up with at-
trition when it comes to judicial va-
cancies. Even with the confirmations
achieved last year, the current vacan-
cies number as many as existed at the
time the Senate recessed in 1994. The
Senate has not made the progress it
should have in filling the longstanding
vacancies that continue to plague the
Federal judiciary. The Chief Justice of
the U.S. Supreme Court and others
continue to speak of the problem of too
few judges and too much work. In 1997
the Chief Justice noted: ‘‘Vacancies
cannot remain at such high levels in-
definitely without eroding the quality
of justice that traditionally has been
associated with the federal judiciary.’’

Both the Second Circuit and the
Ninth Circuit have had to cancel hear-
ings over the past couple of years due
to judicial vacancies. The Second Cir-
cuit has had to declare a circuit emer-
gency and to proceed with only one cir-
cuit judge on their three-judge panels.

The New York Times ran a front-
page story recently on how the crush-
ing workload in the Federal appellate
courts has lead to what the Times
called a ‘‘two-tier system’’ for appeals.
In testimony and statements over the
last few years, I have seen Chief Judge
Winter and former Chief Judge New-
man of the Second Circuit, Chief Judge
Hug and Judge Trott of the Ninth Cir-
cuit and Chief Judge Hatchett of the
Eleventh Circuit all warn of the prob-
lem of too few judges and too much
work. I deeply regret that these twin
problems have combined to lead to the
perception that the Federal appellate
courts can no longer provide the same
attention to individual cases that has
marked the Federal administration of
justice in the past.

Appellate courts have had to forgo
oral argument in more and more cases.
Litigants are being denied any oppor-
tunity to see the judges who are decid-
ing their causes. Law clerks and attor-
ney staff are being used more and more
extensively in the determination of
cases as backlogs grow. As caseloads
grow, bureaucratic imperatives seem to
be replacing the administration of jus-
tice. These are not the ways to engen-
der confidence in our system of justice,
acceptance of the judicial process, sup-

port for the decisions being rendered or
respect for courts. Congress needs to
support the judicial branch with the
judges and other resources it needs.

Instead of sustained effort by the
Senate to close the judicial vacancies
gap, we have seen extensive delays con-
tinue and unexplained and anonymous
‘‘holds’’ become regular order.

The only thing the Judiciary Com-
mittee does not ‘‘hold’’ any more is ju-
dicial confirmation hearings. I recall in
1994—the most recent year in which the
Democrats constituted the majority
—when the Judiciary Committee held
25 judicial confirmation hearings, in-
cluding hearings to confirm a Supreme
Court Justice. By April 15, 1994, we had
held 5 hearings involving 21 nominees,
and the Committee had reported 18
nominations. Even last year, the Com-
mittee had held four confirmation
hearings by this time. This year the
Committee has not held a single hear-
ing on a single judicial nomination.

The Senate continues to tolerate up-
wards of 67 vacancies in the Federal
courts with more on the horizon—al-
most one in 13 judgeships remains un-
filled and, from the looks of things,
will remain unfilled into the future.
The Judiciary Committee needs to do a
better job and the Senate needs to pro-
ceed more promptly to consider nomi-
nees reported to it.

We made some progress last year, but
if last year is to represent real progress
and a change from the destructive poli-
tics of the two preceding years in
which the Republican Senate con-
firmed only 17 and 36 judges, we need to
better last year’s results this year. The
Senate needs to consider judicial nomi-
nations promptly and to confirm with-
out additional delay the many fine men
and women President Clinton is send-
ing us.

Already this year the Senate has re-
ceived 33 judicial nominations. I am
confident that many more are fol-
lowing in the days and weeks ahead.
Unfortunately, past delays mean that
28 of the current vacancies, over 40 per-
cent, are already judicial emergency
vacancies, having been empty for more
than 18 months. A dozen of the nomina-
tions now pending had been received in
years past. Ten are for judicial emer-
gency vacancies. The nomination of
Judge Paez to the Ninth Circuit dates
back over 3 years to January 1996.

In his 1998 Year-End Report of the
Federal Judiciary, Chief Justice
Rehnquist noted: ‘‘The number of cases
brought to the federal courts is one of
the most serious problems facing them
today.’’ Criminal cases rose 15 percent
in 1998, alone. Yet the Republican Con-
gress has for the past several years
simply refused to consider the author-
ization of the additional judges re-
quested by the Judicial Conference.

In 1984 and in 1990, Congress did re-
spond to requests for needed judicial
resources by the Judicial Conference.
Indeed, in 1990, a Democratic majority
in the Congress created judgeships dur-
ing a Republican presidential adminis-
tration.

In 1997, the Judicial Conference of
the United States requested that an ad-
ditional 53 judgeships be authorized
around the country. This year that re-
quest has risen to 69 additional judge-
ships.

In order to understand the impact of
judicial vacancies, we need only recall
that more and more of the vacancies
are judicial emergencies that have
been left vacant for longer periods of
time. Last year the Senate adjourned
with 15 nominations for judicial emer-
gency vacancies left pending without
action. Ten of the nominations re-
ceived already this year are for judicial
emergency vacancies.

In his 1997 Year-End Report, Chief
Justice Rehnquist noted the vacancy
crisis and the persistence of scores of
judicial emergency vacancies and ob-
served: ‘‘Some current nominees have
been waiting a considerable time for a
Senate Judiciary Committee vote or a
final floor vote.’’ He went on to note:
‘‘The Senate is surely under no obliga-
tion to confirm any particular nomi-
nee, but after the necessary time for
inquiry it should vote him up or vote
him down.’’

During the entire 4 years of the Bush
administration there were only three
judicial nominations that were pending
before the Senate for as long as 9
months before being confirmed and
none took as long as a year. In 1997
alone there were 10 judicial nomina-
tions that took more than 9 months be-
fore a final favorably vote and 9 of
those 10 extended over a year to a year
and one-half. In 1998 another 10 con-
firmations extended over 9 months:
Professor Fletcher’s confirmation took
41 months—the longest-pending judi-
cial nomination in the history of the
United States—Hilda Tagle’s confirma-
tion took 32 months, Susan Oki
Mollway’s confirmation took 30
months, Ann Aiken’s confirmation
took 26 months, Margaret McKeown’s
confirmation took 24 months, Margaret
Morrow’s confirmation took 21 months,
Judge Sonia Sotomayor’s confirmation
took 15 months, Rebecca Pallmeyer’s
confirmation took 14 months, Dan
Polster’s confirmation took 12 months,
and Victoria Roberts’ confirmation
took 11 months.

I calculate that the average number
of days for those few lucky nominees
who are finally confirmed is continuing
to escalate. In 1996, the Republican
Senate shattered the record for the av-
erage number of days from nomination
to confirmation for judicial confirma-
tion. The average rose to a record 183
days. In 1997, the average number of
days from nomination to confirmation
rose dramatically yet again. From ini-
tial nomination to confirmation, the
average time it took for Senate action
on the 36 judges confirmed in 1997
broke the 200-day barrier for the first
time in our history. It was 212 days.

Unfortunately, that time is still
growing and the average is still rising
to the detriment of the administration
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of justice. Last year, in 1998, the Sen-
ate broke the record, again. The aver-
age time from nomination to confirma-
tion for the 65 judges confirmed in 1998
was over 230 days. At each step of the
process, judicial nominations are being
delayed. Prime examples are Judge
Richard Paez, Justice Ronnie L. White,
and Marsha Berzon, who have each had
to be renominated again this year.

I again urge the Senate to take seri-
ously its responsibilities and help the
President fill the longstanding vacan-
cies in the Federal courts around the
country. Today the score is running
against the prompt and fair adminis-
tration of justice—vacancies 67, nomi-
nations 33, confirmations zero.

In conclusion, last year I talked
about judicial nominations and Mark
McGwire. I talked about how well
Mark McGwire had been doing. I com-
pared his home run numbers, and that
he was going along a lot faster than
our judicial nominations. And I may do
a little bit of that this year, as well.

But I put a little magnifying glass up
here to the chart. Here are the number
of vacancies of Federal judges. Of
course, a person can become a Federal
judge only after a nomination and con-
firmation by the Senate.

Here are the vacancies—67. I put a
magnifying glass on the chart so every-
body can see how many we have con-
firmed. Zero. Diddle squat. That is all
we have done—no confirmations what-
soever. In fact, I don’t think we have
even had a hearing. We are now in the
fourth month of the year and about to
go into the fifth month. I don’t think
in my 25 years here we have ever gone
this long, especially in the middle of a
President’s term, without even having
any hearings.

Mark McGwire is ahead of us in home
runs, both on confirmations and on
nomination hearings. Last year we got
a little bit ahead of him, at least until
the baseball season began. We had con-
firmed by the time of the All-Star
break in July something like 33 judges.
It took Mark McGwire almost 10 weeks
to catch up and pass us last year. This
time he passed us on the very first day
he goes out to bat. The very first day
that he is playing he beats us.

I have heard it said that we can’t
confirm nominees that we don’t have.
We have 33 nominees up here right
now. They are here sitting before the
Senate. Some have already had hear-
ings last year, and they just sit there
and sit there, and we don’t vote on
them. We don’t confirm them.

Look at how we have done in the
past. Let’s go a little backward. In
1994, we confirmed 101. In 1999, we only
confirmed 65. Mark McGwire hit 70
home runs.

I think we will talk a little more
about this as we go along. We have also
had a problem with the time between
nomination and confirmation. Again, it
doesn’t answer the question to say we
can’t confirm people if they are not
nominated. In fact, they are nomi-
nated, and they still don’t get con-

firmed and those that do are taking
longer every year. In 1993, it took the
average time of 59 days to get them
confirmed. Now it takes 232 days. I
know of people who have declined ap-
pointments to the Federal bench. Why?
Because they can’t get confirmed at all
or confirmed in a reasonable time.

So the bottom line, Mr. President, is
here we are with 67 vacancies and zero
confirmations. And I am willing to bet
that, at the rate we are going, Mark
McGwire is going to be way ahead of us
all year long.

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I under-
stand we are in morning business; is
that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.
We are in morning business until 1 p.m.

Mr. KERRY. May I inquire, what is
the order at 1 p.m.?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
no specific business pending.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to proceed in morning business until I
complete my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. KERRY, Mr.

LEVIN and Mr. KENNEDY pertaining to
the introduction of S. 791 are located in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.’’)

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 767

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate now proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 90, S. 767, under the fol-
lowing limitations: 1 hour of debate on
the bill, equally divided in the usual
form; the only amendment in order to
be a substitute amendment to be of-
fered by myself and others; no other
amendments or motions in order to the
bill; and at the conclusion of the time
and the disposition of the amendment,
the bill be read a third time and the
Senate proceed to a vote on the bill
with no other intervening action or de-
bate.

I further ask consent that when the
Senate receives from the House the
companion measure and it is the exact
text of the Senate-passed measure,
then the House bill be considered read
a third time and passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I object.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I

am disappointed that we would have an
objection to a measure that has al-
ready, in a sense, been initiated by the
President and deals with amelioration
and comfort to the troops—our sons
and daughters that are in harm’s way
today, as we have all been highly fo-
cused on Kosovo. This sends a very
positive message—and it has been
broadly agreed to—to their families
and to the fighting men and women,
and it is a shame that we have to get
balled up at a time like this when we
are under such duress.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend from Georgia that this is impor-
tant legislation. It has bipartisan sup-
port and we should move forward with
the legislation. There is nothing that
indicates that anybody is going to pro-
long this debate unnecessarily. We sim-
ply think it is appropriate that this
legislation be handled in the manner
that legislation has been handled in
this body for many years—in fact, a
couple centuries.

We understand that we are going to
help the fighting men and women of
our country, and it is certainly appro-
priate to do it around tax time because
that is what this matter relates to, the
tax burdens that face some of our peo-
ple. There will be a delay, for example,
as to when they have to file their re-
turns. We are willing to do that, but we
are not willing to enter into a restric-
tive agreement that just allows the
manager to submit an amendment and
no one else. We are ready to move for-
ward on this legislation. We should be
debating it now. We could go forward
with the legislation this very minute
and have this wrapped up in a matter
of a few hours.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
thank my good colleague from Nevada.
I want to elaborate.

The reason is not to facilitate my
own amendments. It is to facilitate the
issue for which, as he has acknowl-
edged, there is broad agreement. I
think that the thinking here was that
this very simple proposal which would
help our fighting men and women, for
which there is broad agreement, could
be handled and moved forward. It is
very clear that a Member on your side
of the aisle, who is purporting to want
to amend it, is talking about some-
thing that would be very controversial
and would entangle the simple proposal
that could be an immediate gesture to
our fighting men and women, to which
the whole Congress has agreed. The
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House passed it unanimously yester-
day. I just reiterate that this is a need-
less delay on something that is de-
signed for our fighting men and
women, no matter how you look at it.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the need-
less delay is taking time here and
being enmeshed in procedural matters
that need not be enmeshed. I was asked
to listen to a unanimous consent pro-
posal that was advocated and pro-
pounded by my friend from Georgia. It
is something that we believe is inap-
propriate. This legislation is going to
pass and it is going to pass quickly. I
think it will pass with relatively no op-
position. The sooner we get to the mer-
its of this legislation, the better off we
will be.

I think it would not be untoward to
allow a Member on that side or this
side to offer an amendment. If the
amendment is no good, and under-
standing the underlying importance of
this legislation, it will either be de-
feated or the person will withdraw it.
But there may be ways of improving
this bill, ways that we can help the
fighting men and women of our coun-
try in a manner different than is set
forth in this legislation. I say to my
friend, let’s move forward with the leg-
islation. It is now 1:25. I think this leg-
islation could be passed by 4 o’clock
with no trouble at all. So I hope we can
move just as quickly as possible. This
is important legislation for the people
that are over in harm’s way. We want
to assist them in any way that we can.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, let
me simply say, I think my friend is
correct. I think we can pass this in 5
minutes. But it isn’t going to be passed
because of the proposal that is being
propounded. It has been vetted on both
sides. As he said, there is broad agree-
ment on this. Anything that would im-
prove it would have been accepted. You
are talking about another debate com-
pletely out of context with the benefits
proposed in here. Those proposals are
highly controversial. So these soldiers
and sailors are being held hostage for
that view. I think that is inappro-
priate.

I yield the floor.
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the under-

lying bill is a pretty good bill, but it is
not perfect. I think we should have the
opportunity to take a look at it. Too
often around here there is a group of
people that get together and they agree
on a piece of legislation which they
think is miraculous and will solve all
the problems of a certain issue. There
are 100 Members of the Senate, and five
or six people get together and bring it
to the floor, and the procedure we fol-
low too often is if anybody wants to de-
bate it, they are considered obstruc-
tionists, people who don’t believe in
the underlying issue.

Let me repeat, Mr. President, that
we on this side of the aisle believe in
the underlying issue here. We want to
provide tax relief for our fighting men
and women, the soldiers, sailors and
airmen who have given so much to this

country in the last month. We also
think that the legislation should be
seen in the light of day. There are 95
other Members in the Senate that
should have the opportunity to review
this legislation. We are saying on this
side, let’s give them an opportunity;
let’s let those people who haven’t been
in on this so-called deal to bring this
legislation up. Let them also take a
look at this legislation. There may or
may not be amendments offered, but
there is going to be nothing done. We
will prevent this bill from passing.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to speak as in morning business for a
period of 12 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

NUCLEAR WASTE
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, in the

House Commerce Committee today,
the Subcommittee on Energy and
Power took the first step in what is
fast becoming a futile ritual here in
Congress.

The subcommittee reported to the
full committee a revised version of
H.R. 45—the latest in a long string of
legislative efforts to single the State of
Nevada out as the dumping ground for
the nuclear power industry’s toxic
high-level waste.

The bill approved by the sub-
committee today consists of a now fa-
miliar assault on the environment and
the health and safety of millions of
Americans, both in Nevada and along
transportation routes throughout the
Nation.

It requires the expenditure of billions
of taxpayer dollars on a completely un-
necessary and misguided ‘‘interim stor-
age’’ facility in Nevada.

It makes a mockery of the National
Environmental Policy Act process, and
preempts every local, State, and Fed-
eral statute or regulation that inter-
feres with the nuclear power industry’s
crusade to move high-level waste to
Nevada, no matter what the costs or
consequences may be.

The bill is an unprecedented power
grab by the nuclear power industry,
trampling on the most fundamental
states’ rights.

The bill overrides years of work by
the Environmental Protection Agency
in establishing a science based radi-
ation standard, and substitutes by leg-
islative fiat a standard more than six
times less protective than generally
accepted for citizens anywhere else in
the United States.

By shipping waste to Nevada in ad-
vance of determining the suitability or
licensibility of the Yucca Mountain
site, the bill also irreversibly preju-
dices the scientific work at the site.

Any hope for an objective evaluation
of Yucca Mountain will be lost.

The bill approved by the sub-
committee today is an environmental
and public health travesty.

Fortunately, as in the past two Con-
gresses, the bill stands no chance of en-
actment into law.

President Clinton continues to op-
pose the nuclear power industry’s spe-
cial interest legislation, and will veto
the bill should it ever reach him.

Even the industry knows there is ab-
solutely no doubt of the firmness of the
President’s veto threat.

Congress will vote to sustain the
President’s veto, and we will have once
again wasted years of time and effort
on a useless battle of wills, when we
could have be working together to-
wards an equitable, reasonable, and
safe resolution of any legitimate griev-
ances the nuclear power industry has
with the federal high-level nuclear
waste program.

The nuclear power industry’s obses-
sion with moving its waste to off-site,
no matter what the consequences, de-
fies all logic.

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
the Nuclear Waste Technical Review
Board, and the industry itself agree
that the waste can be stored safely on
site for the foreseeable future.

Somehow, though, moving waste off-
site has become the ‘‘holy grail’’ of the
industry.

Taking the liability for the indus-
try’s environmental travesty has been
their only rallying cry.

Unfortunately for the industry, com-
mercial nuclear power’s problems can-
not be solved by waste legislation, or
anything else we may do here in Con-
gress.

Nuclear power is a declining indus-
try, unable to compete in an increas-
ingly competitive electricity market-
place.

An industry once touted as a techno-
logical marvel—one which we were told
could produce power ‘‘too cheap to
meter’’ at thousands of reactor sites—
has turned into an aged collection of
‘‘white elephants,’’ struggling to keep
operating.

As the electricity marketplace moves
away from the regulated environment,
an environment which virtually guar-
anteed full cost recovery for utilities
huge investments in nuclear plants,
the cost of nuclear power continues to
rise, due to increasingly expensive
maintenance and retrofit costs to keep
the plants in operation.

While the industry likes to portray
what they describe as ‘‘radical environ-
mentalists’’ for its inability to com-
pete, the true cause for nuclear power’s
demise is simple economics.

The value of nuclear power plants in
today’s electricity marketplace has
plummeted.

Nuclear plants that do sell barely
fetch any price in today’s markets, and
21 reactors have simply been allowed to
shut down.

As the thoughtful newspaper article
that I will insert in the RECORD makes
pretty clear, nuclear power is an indus-
try with no future.

Unfortunately, the industry’s last
gasp, its last in a long series of stra-
tegic miscalculations, appears to be to
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deposit its legacy of high-level waste in
Nevada.

Since its very inception, the nuclear
power industry has shown a totally ir-
responsible lack of foresight in dealing
with its highly toxic waste stream.

For decades, the industry has shut its
eyes to its growing volume of high-
level waste, and continued to generate
waste with absolutely no rational plan
to manage it.

The end result of this irresponsible
lack of planning—or maybe the real
plan all along—has been simply a de-
mand that the commercial utilities be
permitted to shove the waste problem
off on the American public.

In 1982, the industry convinced Con-
gress to accept responsibility for dis-
posing of the waste, and, ever since
then, the industry’s demands on the
Federal Government, and the Treasury,
have only increased.

The nuclear power industry’s surreal
sense of entitlement got a jolt of re-
ality last week.

For years, the industry has saturated
Congress with frightening scenarios of
tens or hundreds of billions of dollars
in supposed damages at the expense of
the American taxpayer resulting from
delays in the Federal Government’s
high-level waste program.

Last week, the U.S. Court of Claims
dismissed one of the utilities self-serv-
ing billion-dollar lawsuits.

The Court told Northern States
Power, which had filed a claim for over
$1 billion, to return to DOE, and seek
appropriate adjustments under the con-
tract the utility had signed in the
early 1980s.

More dismissals of utilities out-
rageous damage claims are sure to fol-
low.

While the math leading to the indus-
try’s claims of $80–$100 billion in dam-
ages was always very mysterious and
suspect, last week’s decision by the
Court of Claims should lay this out-
rageous scare tactic to rest for good.

The nuclear power industry, or, more
accurately, its ratepayers, do have
some legitimate grievances with the
DOE.

Since 1990, I have introduced legisla-
tion to help the Department of Energy
and the industry address problems cre-
ated by the Department’s inability to
meet the 1998 waste acceptance dead-
line.

Under this legislation, utilities would
be allowed credits against Nuclear
Waste Fund payments for the costs as-
sociated with storage of waste the DOE
was scheduled to accept.

Recently, numerous proposals have
surfaced which call into question the
fundamental approach of legislation
such as H.R. 45 and its predecessors.

On the House side, legislation has
been introduced, based upon a previous
DOE proposal, which would allow utili-
ties to escrow Nuclear Waste Fund pay-
ments, and use some of the investment
income from these escrow accounts to
pay the costs of on-site storage.

In the Senate, a proposal is being de-
veloped to seek at least a partial tech-

nological solution to the high-level
waste problem, through research and
development of transmutation tech-
nology.

This week, the Institute for Energy
and Environmental Research released a
proposal which would store high-level
waste on reactor sites, under the stew-
ardship of a federally chartered non-
profit corporation.

The Secretary of Energy has his own
very generous proposal to the utilities
to address any inequities created by
the DOE’s failure to meet the 1998
deadline.

As a settlement offer to the many
utilities filing lawsuits against the De-
partment, the Secretary has offered to
take title to the waste at reactor sites.

Under the Secretary’s proposal, utili-
ties would be relieved of both financial
and legal responsibility for the waste,
leaving full responsibility for the waste
in the hands of the federal government.

The Secretary’s offer is more than
generous. The modest adjustments in
fees available to the utilities under the
Standard Contract would be adequately
addressed, in my view, by the Sec-
retary’s proposal.

Several utilities, including Common-
wealth Edison, one of the largest nu-
clear utilities in the nation, recog-
nizing the futility of the nuclear power
lobby’s continued insistence on interim
storage in Nevada, have indicated an
interest in accepting the proposal.

As the details of the proposal con-
tinue to develop, and as the prospects
for interim storage in Nevada continue
to decline, other utilities are sure to
follow.

In fact, for most utilities, the in-
terim storage proposals currently be-
fore Congress provide little or no ac-
tual relief.

For many utilities, even the overly
optimistic 2003 deadline for the start of
operation of an interim storage facility
is too little, too late.

By that time, many nuclear utilities
intending to continue to operate nu-
clear plants will have already had to
invest in additional on-site storage.

For any of these utilities, the Sec-
retary’s offer of taking title provides
far greater opportunity for relief than
the pending legislation—even if the
legislation had any chance of passage.

Any utility CEO who refuses to con-
sider the Secretary’s offer to take title
would be doing the utility’s share-
holders, and ratepayers, a grave dis-
service.

Until the nuclear power industry can
recognize that the tired, futile ap-
proach they have adopted for more
than 5 years is going nowhere, and is
merely setting a course for yet another
legislation train wreck, Congress can-
not address in any reasonable fashion
whatever legitimate issues the indus-
try may raise.

It is well past the time that the in-
dustry should abandon its pipedream of
interim storage in Nevada, and come to
the table to negotiate an equitable fi-
nancial and legal solution to its dis-

pute with the federal government over
its high-level waste.

In case there is any question of the
prospects for enactment for the bill
marked up today by the Energy and
Power Subcommittee, I will have
printed in the RECORD a letter from the
Secretary of Energy, dated yesterday,
which puts the committee on notice
that any legislation establishing in-
terim storage in Nevada will be vetoed
by the President.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the Secretary of Energy,
dated April 13, 1999, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF ENERGY,
Washington, DC, April 13, 1999.

Hon. JOE BARTON,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Energy and Power,

Commerce Committee, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I was disappointed to
learn that your subcommittee will hold a
markup tomorrow on interim storage legis-
lation, H.R. 45, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act
Amendments of 1999. I understand that there
have been some discussions between the De-
partment’s staff and your staff about my al-
ternative proposal to take title to spent fuel
from utilities at reactor sites, and I had
hoped that some agreement could be reached
on this alternative prior to the sub-
committee taking action on legislation. I
continue to believe that taking title to spent
fuel at reactor sites could provide a basis for
resolving many of the utilities’ concerns,
particularly in light of the recent decision
by the U.S. Court of Federal Claims that the
standard contract provides an adequate rem-
edy.

I appreciate the fact that your substitute
includes authority for the Department of En-
ergy to take title to spent fuel at reactor
sites and provisions intended to minimize
the potential for continued litigation over
the Department’s contracts with utilities.
The Department has not done a detailed
analysis of these provisions of your sub-
stitute, but they appear to address many of
the Department’s concerns raised when I ap-
peared before your subcommittee on March
12, 1999.

Let me reiterate, however, the Administra-
tion’s opposition to any legislation that
would make a decision to place interim stor-
age in Nevada prior to completion of the sci-
entific and technical work necessary to de-
termine where a final repository will be lo-
cated.

As you are well aware, the Department has
completed considerable technical work at
Yucca Mountain and submitted its viability
assessment to the Congress and the Presi-
dent in December 1998. While the viability
assessment found no technical showstoppers
at Yucca Mountain, it identified a number of
scientific issues that remain to be addressed
before the Department will be able to make
a judgment on the suitability and
licensability of the site. Making a decision
now to place interim storage in Nevada, in
advance of completion of the scientific and
technical work at Yucca Mountain, would
prejudge the scientific work, would under-
mine public confidence that a repository
evaluation will be objective and technically
sound, and would jeopardize the credibility
of any future decisions related to Yucca
Mountain. It also does not make sense to
transport spent fuel across the country until
we know where the final repository will be.
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As we have discussed, both the Administra-

tion and the Congress have been aware for
some time that the overall constraints of the
federal budget process have the potential to
limit the availability of funding for the nu-
clear waste program in the out-years. The
Administration strongly opposes provisions
that would take the Nuclear Waste Fund off-
budget without fully paying for it, and that
would exempt this action from the pay-as-
you-go provisions of the Balanced Budget
Act. However, I would like to continue to
work with you to assure that the repository
program continues to be adequately funded
and that the revenues raised by the nuclear
waste fee remain available to complete the
job of safe management and disposal of nu-
clear waste.

Finally, the Administration also strongly
objects to provisions of the bill that would
weaken existing environmental standards by
preemption of Federal, State, and local laws.

For the reasons stated above, the Adminis-
tration remains opposed to the proposed in-
terim storage legislation, and I would rec-
ommend a veto if legislation containing
these provisions were presented to the Presi-
dent.

The Department has been discussing my
alternative proposal to take title to spent
fuel at reactor sites with a number of utili-
ties and other interested parties, and we will
continue to do so. In the very near future, I
hope to have a meeting with a group of util-
ity executives whose companies have indi-
cated an interest in discussing the proposal
further. I will keep you informed of our con-
tinued efforts to reach agreement with the
utilities on my proposal, and I look forward
to working with you on these issues.

Yours sincerely,
BILL RICHARDSON.

Mr. BRYAN. In addition, the letter
outlines numerous other environ-
mental and fiscal concerns that the ad-
ministration has with the revised
version of H.R. 45 and makes it abso-
lutely clear that the bill moving
through the House in no way removes
the administration’s strong objection
to this legislation. I will also have
printed for the RECORD a letter from
President Clinton earlier this year
which repeats his veto threat in very
clear and uncertain terms. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that let-
ter to this Senator, dated February 16,
1999, and signed by the President of the
United States, be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC, February 16, 1999.

Hon. RICHARD H. BRYAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR DICK: Thank you for your letter re-
questing a restatement of my Administra-
tion’s position on legislation siting a cen-
tralized interim high-level nuclear waste
storage facility in Nevada.

As we have stated repeatedly in the past, if
legislation such as that passed by the Senate
or the House in the 105th Congress were pre-
sented to me, I would veto it. Such legisla-
tion would undermine the credibility of our
nuclear waste disposal program, by, in effect,
designating a specified site for an interim
storage facility before adequate scientific in-
formation regarding the suitability of that
site as a permanent geological repository is
available.

Thank you again for your interest in this
important issue.

Sincerely,
BILL.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, the bill
approved by the House Energy and
Power Subcommittee today is an envi-
ronmental and fiscal travesty with ab-
solutely no chance of enactment.

I urge Congress to once again reject
this misguided and dangerous legisla-
tion.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the RECORD an article that
appeared in the Las Vegas Review-
Journal dated March 28, 1999, which
outlines the dreadful prospect that the
nuclear power industry has for any fu-
ture, based upon the economics as I
outlined in my statement.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
COST, NOT SAFETY, IMPERILS NUCLEAR POWER

(By Jeff Donn)
SAN ONOFRE, Calif.—Surfers have been

riding the thundering breakers of this beach
since the days of the steam automobile, long
before anyone cracked an atom to make
electricity.

Joe Higgs adopted this beach as his second
home even before bulldozers scraped away 1.5
million cubic yards of sandstone bluff for the
first of three nuclear reactors. He and the
San Onofre nuclear plant are uneasy neigh-
bors to this day, peering at each other
through barbed-wire fencing.

‘‘I’ve learned to live with that. I love surf-
ing, and I love the ocean so much,’’ he said,
looking up at the plant’s three protective
domes designed to seal in radioactivity dur-
ing an accident.

But then he added: ‘‘I wish it wasn’t here,
to be truthful.’’

The way the nuclear industry is declining,
his wish might yet come true.

Since the Three Mile Island accident in
Middletown, PA, 20 years ago today, Amer-
ican attitudes toward nuclear power have
been characterized by paralyzing ambiva-
lence and mood swings. Under public pres-
sure, the industry and government have pro-
foundly reworked safeguards at tremendous
effort and cost. Warily, the public has
watched 51 commercial reactors hum to life
in the years since the accident. All of them
had been planned before Three Mile Island;
none has been ordered since.

Virtually no one in the industry can imag-
ine building a plant in the foreseeable fu-
ture.

It is not runaway chain reactions but ex-
ploding costs that have jeopardized this $43
billion a year business. With barely a whim-
per, the nation has let 21 atomic reactors
shut down. That’s 17 percent of its total of
125. They are victims of the intertwined
costs of safety changes and heavy staffing,
building debt, and mounting expense to re-
place parts, clean up abandoned sites, and
store radioactive waste.

Cranking up pressure, some states are
making nuclear power stand on its own as
they drop guaranteed electric rates for power
monopolies to inject competition into en-
ergy production.

The nuclear industry still supplies about
one-fifth of the country’s power—second only
to coal. But the U.S. Department of Energy
predicts it could wither away almost en-
tirely during the next 20 years. By just about
any standard of policy or politics, atomic
power is looking like a lesson in energy
wasted.

‘‘We over-promised and under-delivered.
We created fears that are not appropriate,
and the industry handled it all in a very de-
fensive, closed way,’’ said consultant Roger
Gale, president of the Washington Inter-
national Energy Group. ‘‘We took a good
technology, and we blew it.’’

It’s a remarkable turnaround for a tech-
nology that began with such hope. When the
lights flickered on at Moorpark Nov. 12, 1957,
the country was electrified.

CBS television captured the moment for
history. The town of 1,146 people went black
when it was cut off from Southern California
Edison Co.’s conventional power grid. A few
seconds later, thanks to the company’s little
atomic reactor in the Santa Susana Moun-
tains, Moorpark and the nation awoke to the
age of atoms for peace.

National leaders were eager to redeem the
research and destructive power of the atom
bomb. They promoted and helped finance the
first round of nuclear energy plants and
dreamed aloud of electricity so cheap it
would hardly be worth metering, maybe 1,000
reactors by the year 2000.

In the 1970s, public worries about air pollu-
tion, the Arab oil embargo and the limits of
fossil fuel supplies boosted the inherent
high-tech appeal of nuclear power.

The backbone of the new industry’s work
force came from the ranks of the nuclear
Navy—a gung-ho breed that later proved
inept at dealing with a doubting public.

Decades of environmental and economic
bruises have thoroughly rubbed off the ve-
neer of atomic technology as the wonder boy
of energy.

Public support for nuclear energy has
slipped 70 percent before Three Mile Island
to 43 percent in 1997, according to Roper
Starch Worldwide, the polling company.
Though some still view the U.S. Nuclear
Regulatory Commission as too cozy with the
industry, the agency sees itself primarily as
a safety enforcer, not a booster.

‘‘Nobody is going to order a new nuclear
plant: too much political pressure and envi-
ronmental pressure, and your capital is at
risk for so long,’’ said Chris Neil, an industry
consultant with Resource Data Inter-
national. ‘‘Nobody wants to take that risk.’’

Southern California Edison is deciding
whether to sell its two big 1,100-megawatt re-
actors still active at San Onofre south of Los
Angeles. California’s 30 million people draw
about one-quarter of their electricity from
atomic plants, more than any other state.
But that could change as California regu-
lators complete the transition to competi-
tive energy making.

‘‘I don’t think nuclear has changed that
much. I think the world around it has
changed,’’ said Harold Ray, the utility’s
chief of generation.

Kara Thorndike, 14, sprawled in shorts on a
blanket at San Onofre beach, busy with
homework and oblivious to the atomic plant
just a few hundred yards away.

‘‘They have to be safe,’’ she said. ‘‘If they
weren’t, I don’t think they’d put it in a pub-
lic place.’’

Even strong critics say the industry has
greatly bolstered safety since the partial
meltdown of a reactor core at Three Mile Is-
land.

The nation’s worst nuclear accident re-
leased little radioactivity into the environ-
ment, but it exposed dangers that shook gov-
ernment regulators into ordering expanded
training of nuclear operators. Plants were
redesigned to give operators better informa-
tion on the state of reactors. Training con-
trol rooms were built identical to the real
ones, down to the carpeting. Emergency
command centers sprang up and connected
to hot lines at the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission.
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While basically on target, the govern-

ment’s reaction might have at times been
overzealous, according to William Travers,
the new director of the watchdog agency,
who oversaw the Three Mile Island cleanup
through much of the 1980s.

Today, he said, the agency is ‘‘looking to
reduce the unnecessary burden.’’

Regulators are stripping back some rules,
saying they do not really bear on safety.
Using downgraded risk predictions, the agen-
cy allows more limited testing of some plant
materials and has a fast track for re-licens-
ing old plants to help the industry compete.

In reaction, critics are again fretting over
safety. A January report by the General Ac-
counting Office, the investigative arm of
Congress, said ‘‘safety margins may be com-
promised’’ as markets turn competitive.

Marybeth Howard, who markets computer
hardware, was sunning herself at San Onofre
beach and basking in thoughts of abundant
electricity.

‘‘I’ve got the lights on all the time,’’ she
said. ‘‘I’ve got the stero cranked. I’ve got the
microwave and the dishwasher on. Every-
thing! I don’t care how much the bill is! I
don’t even really pay attention.’’

Her nonchalance sounds quaint in a world
where ‘‘energy efficient’’ and ‘‘energy con-
servation’’ long ago entered common speech.

In the 1970s, the national appetite for
power grew about 7 percent annually, but the
growth rate has shrunk to about 2 percent a
year—even with the strong economy. That
makes it harder for utilities to pay off nu-
clear construction debts.

In some cases, big debt paid for little but
frustration. The $5.5 billion Shoreham plant
in Long Island, crippled by safety fears,
never opened.

Only two operating plants so far have
asked to renew their 40-year licenses. The li-
censes of 56 reactors expire in the next 20
years, but industry officials acknowledge
some likely will close long before.

For one thing, it often takes more than
twice as many workers to run a nuclear
plant as an equivalent one with fossil fuel.

For another, aging nuclear plants increas-
ingly need big-ticket replacement of genera-
tors, turbines and even reactor cores made
brittle by decades of neutron bombardment.

San Onofre has been installing new tur-
bines for its two active units at about $30
million each. Owners of Yankee Rowe in
Massachusetts, the granddaddy of plants,
shut down in 1992 after 32 years instead of
buying a new $23 million reactor vessel to
cradle its radioactive core.

Meanwhile, in states such as Pennsylvania,
regulators are expected to bar utilities from
recovering much of their nuclear construc-
tion debt through consumer rates during the
changeover to competitive markets.

Some in the industry embrace two plant
sales in the works as a sign of hope. An
international partnership has even arranged
to buy the Three Mile Island reactor that did
not melt down and later came back on line.

But it is going for just $23 million. It was
built for $400 million.

‘‘It appears to me the way to sell a nuclear
plant is to pay someone to take it off your
hands,’’ said Kennedy Maize, editor of the
Electricity Daily trade newspaper.

The General Accounting Office says up to
26 plants appear vulnerable to shutdown sim-
ply because their production costs are higher
than the projected price of electricity.

The industry is banking heavily on an ex-
panding market for U.S. nuclear technology
in Japan, Taiwan and other Asian countries
during the next 20 years. France depends on
nuclear plants for 78 percent of its power.

Environmental distaste, though, has
dimmed nuclear prospects in Germany, Swe-
den and Italy.

Much of the future growth is predicted in
developing nations without the centralized
grids of power lines to accommodate big nu-
clear plants. Fear of spreading material and
know-how for nuclear weapons is also brak-
ing nuclear energy to other lands.

‘‘It’s one of those things that seems to be
good for a while, and then something else
comes along,’’ said nuclear physicist Thomas
Johansson, who oversees international en-
ergy development at the United Nations.

Many analysts say the nation could weath-
er a slow death of nuclear power fairly well.

They say natural gas, which supplies about
10 percent of power, can and will do much
more. Dozens of gas generators are under
construction.

But renewable resources, such as solar and
wind power, have progressed slowly.

Backers of nuclear power say the nation
can’t attain international limits on green-
house gases without atomic energy.

James Hewlett, an economist with the En-
ergy Department says coal might be needed
to pick up some slack. But Daniel Becker, an
energy expert at the Sierra Club environ-
mental group, says that’s like ‘‘giving up
smoking and taking up crack.’’

Maybe nuclear power was fundamentally
flawed: steeped in danger and, as environ-
mentalists sometimes suggest, the most ex-
pensive way ever devised to boil water.
Maybe nuclear plants are just too big and
centralized to thrive in an era of smaller-is-
better.

But others say a potentially enduring tech-
nology was simply mishandled.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BRYAN. Yes, I am happy to yield
for a question.

Mr. REID. I am very happy, I say to
my friend from Nevada, that I was here
on the floor when he came to bring us
the bad news. But the question I direct
to my friend from Nevada—and there is
no one who has worked harder on this
issue than he has—is that it is my un-
derstanding that there is a consensus
being developed by the administration
and the Secretary of Energy, a number
of the large utilities and somewhat
smaller utilities around the country,
and Members of Congress who have
never been on this issue who are think-
ing that maybe the best thing to do is
have the United States assume owner-
ship of the nuclear waste and, in effect,
take care of it on-site until there is a
permanent depository. Is it true that
there is an intensive development
around here in that regard?

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator from Ne-
vada is absolutely correct. I think
there is a shaft of light at the end of
the tunnel, if I may use that metaphor,
in which a number of thoughtful Mem-
bers of Congress, working together
with the administration and some re-
sponsible nuclear utilities, have come
to recognize the futility of the process
that my friend, our senior colleague,
knows only too well, and to try to
work out something that addresses the
legitimate concerns of ratepayers in
States where nuclear reactors exist and
yet does not devastate our environ-
mental laws and create a situation
that is costly and dangerous to the
American public.

Mr. REID. The last question I direct
to my friend is this: Is it also true that

this is being done outside of the aus-
pices and outside of the control and di-
rection of the two Senators from Ne-
vada?

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator is correct
again. These are suggestions that have
been generated by thoughtful Members
in the Senate, and in the House, by the
administration, and increasingly the
dialog has indicated that, again, what I
would call responsible and reasonable
nuclear utilities are engaged in a dia-
log. And I am hopeful, as I know my
senior colleague is, that we can avoid
this train wreck that occurs annually
in the Congress and work out some-
thing that deals responsibly and legiti-
mately with the concerns that rate-
payers have in States with these reac-
tors, but does not involve this incred-
ibly foolish effort to transport 77,000
metric tons of high-level nuclear waste
to the State of Nevada unnecessarily.
And, as the Senator from Nevada
knows, that is simply not going to hap-
pen, because the administration and
the Department of Energy’s Nuclear
Waste Technical Review Board all
agree that such an approach is unnec-
essary and unwise.

I thank my colleague for his thought-
ful and insightful questions, and I look
forward to working with him in devel-
oping a responsible approach to resolv-
ing this issue.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

VOINOVICH). The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, am I
correct the pending business is the con-
ference on the budget for the year 2000?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con-
ference has not been called up yet.
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—H. CON. RES.

68

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous
consent the Senate now proceed to the
conference report to accompany the
budget resolution and, when the Senate
reconvenes on Thursday, there be 5
hours remaining for debate as provided
under the statute. This has been
cleared on the other side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of con-
ference on the concurrent resolution
(H. Con. Res. 68) establishing the con-
gressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal year 2000 and
setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2009, and ask for its immediate
consideration.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-

port will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the concurrent
resolution (H. Con. Res. 68) have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses this report, signed by a ma-
jority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
April 13, 1999.)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
would like to announce to the Senate
that the budget resolution, which we
have called up and which is being con-
sidered, was approved just a while ago
by the House, passed there by 220–208.
So the remaining real business before
we leave for this weekend is to get our
budget passed here. I will say, if it is
passed today, it would be historic. If it
is passed tomorrow, it will still be his-
toric, because we will have produced
our budget resolution through both
Houses, setting the blueprint for the
year before the 15th, which is the stat-
utory date. I will say to the Senate, we
have only done that once in the 24-plus
years history of the Budget Act.

I think our commitment to the Sen-
ate was helped by our various com-
mittee members, and help came from
our ranking member, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, to get the job done. No use to
delay it. We have been on the floor,
gone through it. Yesterday we took a
number of votes that we don’t nor-
mally take, with Senators exercising
their prerogatives to make us vote
again on some of the issues. Today
there will be a vote on final passage.

I remind Senators who might want to
speak, whether they are on this side of
the aisle or that side of the aisle, we
have a unanimous consent agreement
already entered into, with the full con-
currence of the minority, that when-
ever we finish this evening—and that
could be any time—there will be 5
hours remaining tomorrow. That is be-
cause there is a statutory mandate of
10 hours unless agreed to to the con-
trary.

That means that tomorrow we will be
on for 5 hours and then vote. If Sen-
ators do not make it to the floor in the
next hour or so—obviously, they can
come down here, and if they want to
make it easy on everybody, maybe
they can tell Senator LAUTENBERG

when they want to come and tell me
when they want to come on this side,
and we will accommodate them so they
don’t have to stay down here and wait
a long time while others speak.

Having said that, I probably will re-
serve most of my time to answer what
others might say about this budget res-
olution, but I would like to give a sum-
mary of where things are. I do not
think that will take over 10 or 15 min-
utes. Then I will yield to Senator LAU-
TENBERG. I have already told my friend
that I have to go across the hall for a
Republican policy conference, and I
will try to do that as soon as my re-
marks are completed.

Mr. President, let me briefly outline
the conference report on the year 2000
budget before us this afternoon. The
conference report before us is very
similar to the Senate-passed budget
resolution back on March 25 on a roll-
call vote of 55–44. A similar but dif-
ferent House-passed budget resolution
required a conference. That conference
resulted in some modifications to the
Senate-passed resolution which I will
highlight later in my remarks. The
basic outline for entering the millen-
nium with a fiscal policy and a tax pol-
icy and a defense policy and an edu-
cation policy, the basic content of that
with some modifications is, indeed,
what the Senate has before it again
today.

First, this is a 10-year budget resolu-
tion. We have done a 5-year resolution
and 7-year resolution, but this year is
the first time we have used 10 years to
make our projections and upon which
to build the building blocks for the
first part of this new millennium.

Now, we have done 5-year budgets
and we have done 7-year. Why did we
do 10? Well, the President’s budget
presentation in February was very
unique, very different than any Presi-
dent has ever done before. The Presi-
dent and his staff tried to use 15 years,
and that is 15-year numbers, and in
some cases, 15-year estimates. This 15-
year timeframe was a very convenient
way to shade the fact that they were
and are counting on raiding the Social
Security surplus in the early years by
$158 billion over the first 5 years of the
President’s budget. Without any at-
tempt to obfuscate, clearly it uses $158
billion of the Social Security surplus
for programs, for expenditures, so it
was, indeed, a raid on that Social Secu-
rity surplus, and then leave it to future
Presidents and future Congresses to re-
imburse that trust fund for this admin-
istration’s early spending plans which
would have used some of Social Secu-
rity’s surpluses.

That is most interesting, especially
because the President will be claiming
that he is trying to save the Social Se-
curity surplus. I put out the challenge
to anyone who wants to review the
President’s proposal and this proposal
and see if anybody is entitled to the
claim that we are saving Social Secu-
rity’s trust fund accumulations, ex-
empting it, can’t use it for taxes, can’t

use it for appropriated accounts. If you
would like to look at it and see which
does the most, I think you will find
that the President puts $400 billion,
that is ‘‘billion,’’ less in the trust fund
during the next decade, or let me put it
another way, on a 10-year basis, it
shortchanges the trust fund by $400 bil-
lion.

That is as compared with what really
ought to be in the fund. We put in what
really ought to be in the fund, and that
is all of it, all of the surplus year by
year, not a portion of it over 15 years.

So we think we can properly say the
first responsibility of this budget was
to make sure that we did everything
possible to protect the Social Security
trust fund and to make it available for
those who might want to reform, or in
a major way change the Social Secu-
rity program to add to its longevity
and perhaps its fairness. But only for
that purpose can any of that trust fund
be used. That is the first big item. The
conference agreement accomplishes
that first objective, protects Social Se-
curity trust fund balances. Then we go
on to three other major items.

Two, we didn’t see any way that we
could produce a budget to enter the
millennium that did not maintain the
fiscal discipline of the 1997 budget
agreement. The distinguished occupant
of the Chair, a distinguished member of
the Budget Committee and other com-
mittees, knows that it wasn’t very long
ago that we set a fiscal discipline pat-
tern which has brought us a great deal
of success. We said we are only going to
spend so much over the next 5 years. It
wasn’t over a prolonged period, just 5
years. That, plus some other good for-
tunes that are attributable to eco-
nomic growth and prosperity, has
brought us the best fiscal policy of any
industrialized Nation in the world—
sustained growth, manifold numbers of
jobs, low inflation, and low interest
rates.

We thought it was best that we stay
on that path. So the second point is
that the fiscal discipline is retained
from the 1997 agreement. Why
shouldn’t it? There are those who say
it is too tough. There are those who
say we can’t live by it.

There are those who say the Presi-
dent is going to force us to break this
budget. Well, we aren’t going to let the
President do that. If that is what he
thinks we ought to do, we will have to
hear from him. We are going to try
hard to live within those prescribed
limits, which brought such credibility
to the fiscal policy ideas of this Gov-
ernment that I believe we ought to
stick with them for awhile.

Now, the third is another idea that
somehow or another has been chal-
lenged here in the Congress, and that is
that we want to return to the Amer-
ican taxpayer their overpayments to
the Federal Government. Now, what we
on our side of the aisle—and we hope
some Democrats join us before the year
is over—would like to say is that when
you have an economy like this one,
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with surpluses that we have, you
should not just be thinking about
spending money; you ought to be
thinking about the taxpayer, too. In
fact, maybe you ought to say let’s look
at government and let’s look at the
taxpayers and let’s make sure we have
as little government as possible, so
that we consider the taxpayers to the
maximum extent and have them pay-
ing the lowest taxes possible within a
good, sound policy.

So while some will say, ‘‘I would like
a tax cut but not this one,’’ or, ‘‘I
would like a tax cut, but not now; I
would like it later, but I would like a
little bit now and then wait for 5 or 6
years,’’ we say the policy is a clear one.
The United States succeeds when we
have low taxes and we exceed our com-
petitor countries in the world predomi-
nantly on the premise that our busi-
nesses and our individuals pay less
taxes than those competing with us.
That is a truism with regard to all of
the European countries that try to
compete. They are heavily taxed; we
are taxed at a low level. They have
huge burdens on business to take care
of social welfare programs; we have far
less.

As a result, business is flourishing in
America and we are adding, if not hun-
dreds of thousands, then in a few of the
past 6 years, even a few million new
jobs. And it is interesting to note, Mr.
President, as we consider this budget,
if a poll were taken of American busi-
ness, in particular the medium-sized
businesses that are flourishing in our
country, and we were to ask them,
‘‘Can’t you grow a little more?’’ they
would all answer, ‘‘Yes.’’ And then if
we said, ‘‘Why aren’t you?’’ the No. 1
answer would be, ‘‘We can’t find
enough skilled workers to add to our
workforce to grow as we could.’’

Now, that is a very interesting thing
for America, and it does mean that
there is one long-term problem we
ought to be concerned about, which is
the validity of our education system to
give basic-skill education and basic-
skill development to more and more of
the young people and those who would
like to be retrained in America.

I guess, as an aside, if that doesn’t
happen, then I know we should not be
talking about how we will be able to
meet the needs of our businesses. But I
surmise that if we don’t create more
educational skill opportunities for
more and more of our people within a
decade, we will be looking at an Amer-
ican policy that is going to let more
people come in from outside our coun-
try to take our jobs.

I hope everybody listening to these
remarks knows in what sequence I
have said it. Clearly, I would like very
much to get to the next point in our
budget, because within these fiscal re-
straints we have taken a look at where
the priorities for the expenditure of
money, even in this crimped manner,
the budget following this fiscal re-
straint, should be.

I believe Americans would agree with
us that we ought to increase spending

on education. In fact, if you looked at
the President’s budget, you would
probably say that is not enough; it is
sort of a nominal increase. We have
said that, and we have increased our
recommendations for public education
assistance significantly over the Presi-
dent’s. In fact, if the recommendation
of the Budget Committee were accept-
ed, we would increase, over the next 5
years, spending on education by $28 bil-
lion.

Everybody should know, we don’t pay
for a lot of public education. Local ex-
penditures are, by far, most of it. Per-
haps our country pays 7 percent of the
bill; 93 percent is paid by local school
districts, States, et cetera. We asked
that we put more in, but we expressed
a big concern—that in doing that we
not provide targeted U.S. Government
programs mandating the school dis-
tricts to do things our way, but rather
that we have accountability and flexi-
bility built into the education pro-
grams that we add money for. So our
budget does that.

Next, we created a non-Social Secu-
rity surplus of about $92 billion for un-
expected contingencies, that is, we
didn’t spend it for tax cuts or on any-
thing else. It starts in the fifth year. It
is $92 billion for unexpected contin-
gencies. That could be used for transi-
tion costs for implementing funda-
mental reform in Medicare. Or if we did
not use it for any of those things, that
is, contingencies and/or Medicare re-
form, then they would further reduce
the national debt.

Understanding that I started my re-
marks by saying we set aside $400 bil-
lion more than the President in the
first decade of the Social Security
trust fund and lock it in a box that we
are going to vote on later, all of that is
used to reduce the public debt until we
use it for Social Security. It dramati-
cally reduces the public debt. That is
one of the best things we can do, and
we did $400 billion more of debt reduc-
tion during the first decade than the
President.

We are proud of that and we think it
is the best use of the surplus, and the
second best use is to return it to the
taxpayers, so we return to them a sub-
stantial amount in tax reform, tax
cuts, which is $778 billion. So there will
be no confusion, add up all of those
numbers I speak of and you keep the
Social Security trust fund intact, you
leave $102 billion for expected contin-
gencies, and you cut the taxes of the
American people by $752 billion over a
decade.

I don’t want anybody to be surprised,
but the Republican tax package will
not be big at the inception; it will be
small. But in one bill, we will pass tax
changes that will wedge out and grow
each year, and in the fourth, fifth,
sixth, and seventh years, you will be
providing significant tax relief to the
American taxpayer. Frankly, I believe
that is just about perfect.

Some are fearful of it because we pro-
vide it over 10 years. But I think the

American economy is experiencing a
tremendous boon right now. I think
these tax cuts are going to trigger in
—I don’t mean ‘‘trigger in’’ in the
sense that anything will have to hap-
pen. I will use another word. It will
come into play at just about the time
when we need tax cuts for the Amer-
ican people and American business, so
we can continue the prosperity,
growth, and opportunity that is so
prevalent today.

In summary, those are the things we
tried to do, and those are the things
that show up in this budget resolution.
After conferring, almost all of those
principles that started here in the Sen-
ate are kept. I am pleased to indicate
that some of the other things the Sen-
ate had in its budget resolution are
kept in this resolution. So let me tell
you a couple of those.

First, the conference adopted the
Abraham-Ashcroft-Domenici sense-of-
the-Senate framework for protecting
Social Security surpluses through a
mechanism for retiring debt held by
the public and made it a sense of the
entire Congress. That means that both
the House and the Senate will use
every effort possible to try to pass
what we will nickname here today
‘‘lockbox’’ legislation, which would be
statutory preservation of that fund, re-
quiring a majority vote to dip into it.
We will have more to say about that. It
will then be perfected and introduced
soon, after consultation with more ex-
perts. We think we will have one that
is flexible enough, yet rigid enough, to
make sure that we don’t spend that
money.

In addition, yesterday afternoon, for
the second time, the Senate voted on a
child care proposal that had passed the
Senate with a 57–40 vote, including 15
or 16 Republicans. Yesterday, in revis-
iting it, more Senators expressed their
will for that.

While in conference, I was not able to
get the House to give on it in its en-
tirety. We got $6 billion. Half goes for
the block grant that Senator DODD and
Senator JEFFORDS discussed, and half
is indicated in the tax package and
should be used for tax relief that is
child care oriented for as many fami-
lies in America as possible.

Now, I believe that the leadership of
both the Senate and the House have
made a commitment in this conference
report to go beyond the resolution be-
fore the Senate today to try to pass
legislation to make sure for the first
time in history we truly have made it
almost impossible in the future to
spend the Social Security trust fund
for the ordinary expenditures of our
budget as a ‘‘basket’’ from which we
borrow for overextending our receipts.

This resolution maintains the fiscal
discipline required by law. Statutory
caps cannot be changed by a budget
resolution, and they are now written
into the law. It does not assume any
firewalls between defense and non-
defense discretionary spending. We are
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not trying to protect defense from do-
mestic spending in this era of great de-
mands on both. We will just let the
good judgment of the Congress, in its
collaborative efforts, do its will with
reference to the defense spending and
the domestic spending.

However, in our recommendations,
we do substantially increase defense
beyond that which the President re-
quested. We do that forthrightly and
openly. We believed, even before the
Kosovo situation, that the U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense was being under-
funded. We finally asked the Joint
Chiefs what they really needed. They
expressed genuine concern, so we added
most of their requests to the defense
assumptions.

This resolution makes no decision on
the expansion or extension of the caps
beyond 2002. It assumes, on the other
hand, that discretionary spending will
grow over the decade, increasing at a
rate of about half the rate of inflation
and expanding to a total of $2.9 trillion
over the next 5 years and $5.9 trillion
over the next decade.

Within the aggregate numbers on the
face of the resolution, and again as re-
quired by law, the level of appropria-
tion is distributed by budget function
for illustrative purposes, but everyone
should know the final decision will be a
matter for the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the subcommittees. Every-
body is beginning to understand that
the budget resolution was not intended
to be a determiner of how much money
each program gets, but rather the total
that they must not exceed.

The conference report assumed the
priorities I mentioned. I will add one
clarification on elementary and sec-
ondary education. In the first year, we
increased it $3.3 billion in our alloca-
tion assumption and $28 billion over 5
years. That would be over and above
the estimated $100 billion that would
be expended for these programs during
the same time period.

We assume full funding of transpor-
tation programs adopted last year. We
assume full funding of the violent
crime trust fund next year. We also
have assumed $1.7 billion in additional
veterans’ health care benefits over the
President’s request for this year.

Within the spending restraints, it is
assumed that the historic pay equity
between civilian and military pay will
be maintained. It assumes that the
Congress funds the President’s request
for the upcoming census, and it as-
sumes we double the request for the
National Institutes of Health—double
his increase.

I think that clearly puts us on the
side that most Americans desire. We
increase defense, we increase edu-
cation, we increase those functions of
our Government that take care of
crime and criminal justice in our coun-
try. In addition, we take care of our
veterans. The President did not even
increase, to any extent, the veterans’
medical appropriations. We added
about $1.7 billion.

Adding those up, and adding a return
of tax dollars to the American people
with the kind of protection for Social
Security and Medicare that we have
provided, I believe we have a very good
format to begin the millennium, the
year 2000 budget.

To maintain the fiscal discipline of
the caps and reorder spending toward
these and other national needs, it is
clear that the Congress will need to set
priorities. If not, then some of the pro-
posals I have outlined will likely not be
possible.

What are some of those lesser prior-
ities on the Federal taxpayers’ dollars?

First, last year we appropriated over
$106 billion for programs whose author-
izations did not exist. A good place to
start looking for lower priority pro-
grams in the Federal Government
might be in those areas where no au-
thorization exists.

In addition to the unauthorized pro-
grams, as I have stated previously, it
would be helpful if the Congress re-
viewed the GAO’s recent high-risk se-
ries which lists 26 areas this year—
nearly 40 percent which have been des-
ignated high risk for 10 years—areas
that GAO has found to be vulnerable to
waste, fraud, and error.

Second, it is clear that some pro-
grams will not grow, will remain at
their 1999 level, and some will have to
be reduced below a freeze as the Presi-
dent’s budget suggested. I would sug-
gest that committees and the adminis-
tration take to heart the Government
performance and results act that spe-
cifically identifies low performing and
inefficient programs.

Some programs, such as various
transportation projects funded last
year outside TEA–21, were one time
and we should not assume continued
funding of such programs next year.

The conference assumes that Ginnie
Mae will become a private operation
and its auction creates nearly $2.8 bil-
lion in offsets next year.

And yes, the conference resolution
assumes, some of the administration’s
proposed offsets, fees, are assumed for
various agencies in the Federal Gov-
ernment—FSIS and the President’s
proposed $200 million broadcasters
lease fee.

In the area of mandatory savings.
The resolution does not assume any of
the President’s nearly $20 billion reduc-
tions in Medicare over the next 5 years.
Medicare spending will indeed increase
from $195 billion this year by over $200
billion to a total of $395 billion in 2009,
an annual increase of 7.3 percent.

And the resolution assumes $6.0 bil-
lion in additional resources will be al-
located to the Agriculture Committee
to address the issue of depressed in-
comes in that sector.

The Senate-passed resolution as-
sumed that expiring savings provisions
in 2002, that were enacted in the 1997
balanced budget agreement, would be
extended. This applied to all such pro-
visions except expiring Medicare sav-
ings provisions. Between 2003 and 2009
these provisions would save $20 billion.

In conference the Senate receded to
the House position that did not assume
any of these savings provisions. In part
this accounts for the fact that the non-
Social Security surplus over the next
decade has declined to $92 billion.

The Senate-passed resolution in-
cluded the Dodd-Jeffords amendment
to add $12 billion to child care spending
over the next decade. The spending was
offset with a reduction in the rec-
onciled tax cut. The House had no such
assumption.

The Senate voted yesterday to in-
struct the conference to adopt this pro-
vision. The conference assumes half of
these resources for families with chil-
dren to cover child care expenditures—
$6 billion. These expenditures reduced
the non-Social Security surplus and did
not reduce the reconciled tax reduc-
tion.

For revenues the conference resolu-
tion assumes that tax reductions will
be phased in and over the next 5 years
will return overpayments to the Amer-
ican public of nearly $142 billion and
$778 billion over the next 10 years. For
2000, paid for tax cuts of up to $15 bil-
lion are possible.

How these tax reductions are carried
out will, of course, be determined by
the Finance Committee and ultimately
the Congress and the President.

However, I believe elimination or re-
duction in the marriage penalty could
easily be accommodated within these
levels as well as extension of expiring
R&D tax credits, self-employed health
insurance deductions, certain edu-
cation credits, and or general reduc-
tions in tax rates phased in over time.

Finally, the resolution, being cau-
tious, over a 10-year period, projects a
non-budget surplus of over $92 billion.
This money could be needed for unex-
pected emergencies or contingencies, it
also could support the cost of funding
transition costs for Medicare reform,
or if nothing else it will continue to
further retire debt held by the public.

Two procedural issues need to be
noted—a rule change as it relates to
defining emergencies and a clarifica-
tion that when there is an on-budget
surplus, those amounts are not subject
to pay-go rules.

The Senate-committee-reported reso-
lution included a provision to make
emergency spending items subject to a
supermajority point of order. This pro-
vision was adopted by the conference,
while exempting Defense spending.

Let me close by saying that under
this resolution, debt held by the public
will decline by nearly $463 billion more
than under the President’s budget.

This is true even if one treats the
President’s Government equity pur-
chases as debt reduction.

Why do we reduce debt more than the
President?

First, the President spends $158 bil-
lion of the Social Security surplus over
the next 5 years. In contrast, the con-
ference resolution saves the entire So-
cial Security surplus.

And second, let me remind the Sen-
ate of one other thing about the Presi-
dent’s spending proposal which may



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3680 April 14, 1999
surprise many—his spending costs
more than the resolution’s assumed tax
reductions. This is true over both the
5-year and 10-year period.

The President’s budget spends 35 per-
cent of the Social Security surplus
over the next 5 years on programs un-
related to Social Security or Medicare.

That is why we can save the entire
Social Security surplus and why he can
not.

Let me summarize. The conference
report does four things: It protects 100
percent Social Security surpluses; it
maintains the fiscal discipline this
Senate overwhelmingly supported in
1997 and was most recently reaffirmed
by the minority leader; it returns to
the American public their tax overpay-
ments; and finally, it prudently and
cautiously projects on-budget surpluses
for further debt reduction or for sup-
porting unexpected emergencies, and
possible transition costs for true Medi-
care reform like the one recently voted
on by 11 of the 17 members of the Na-
tional Commission on the Future of
Medicare.

It is a good resolution to close out
the Budget Act’s 25-year silver anniver-
sary this year.

It is a good fiscal blueprint for the
next century.

Commenting for a minute about the
tax proposals in this bill, in the next 5
years Congress will be permitted under
this budget resolution to reduce taxes
on the American people by $142 billion,
and in the second 5 years the total will
be $778 billion.

The first and second year cannot be
very big, depending on what loopholes
are closed by the Finance Committee
and the Ways and Means Committee.
We can have a goodly tax in the first 2
years, moving up in a ‘‘wedged’’ man-
ner to some very substantial return of
taxes to the American people over this
next decade.

There may be remarks on the floor
about what these tax cuts will look
like. Certain Republican Senators, in-
cluding some of our leadership, may
say what they prefer. That permits the
Democratic leadership and Democratic
Senators to get up and say they don’t
think we ought to give tax cuts to the
rich, that we ought to spend it else-
where rather than giving it to the rich
people of our country.

This budget resolution gives the Con-
gress of the United States and its com-
mittees full latitude to have a tax cut
bill of whatever type the Congress and
its committees ultimately approve
and, hopefully, that the President will
sign. I am quite sure when that pack-
age is finally put together the good
judgment of the tax-writing commit-
tees, with Congress exerting its con-
cerns, it will be a balanced package, fo-
cused on average Americans and on
continuing the economic prosperity of
our country.

If we do that, then I believe there
may be disagreement between Repub-
licans and Democrats, but I do believe
it will not be the package that is con-

stantly suggested by Democrats—that
we are going to take care of only the
high-bracketed people, instead of
spending it on programs that are good.

I can do no better than that. I don’t
know that I will answer every time we
are accused of having a tax cut that
takes care of only the wealthy in our
country. The facts are as I have indi-
cated. Whether or not Senators have
taken to the floor or given stump
speeches or otherwise saying what they
would prefer, we probably ought to give
some serious consideration to reducing
the brackets, with taxation more pro-
portionally on every group of people. I
am sure the package will be fair in
building American prosperity by cut-
ting taxes in the right places for eco-
nomic growth.

I make one last comment about the
return of tax dollars to the American
people. I have been heard to say that as
a Budget Committee member and
chairman somehow or another when we
finally get to that place where we can
have surpluses for as far as the eye can
see—according to those who estimate
for us—I have been heard to say that
maybe it is harder to manage surpluses
than it is deficits. Yesterday my good
friend, Senator LAUTENBERG, indicated
that probably that is how it should be,
because it is human nature that when
you have real assets, you fight over
them; with deficits you do the best you
can.

I have found it more difficult to give
taxpayers tax relief when we have had
a surplus than I found as a budget
chairman to give tax relief when we
had deficits. That is rather incredible.

But I think the history will indicate
that we have had many tax cuts, giving
back money to the taxpayers, when we
had deficits. Now we have a criticism
of Republicans who want to give back
tax money to those who have overpaid,
because we have more money than we
need; that we should not be doing it
now. If you cannot do it when you have
a surplus, when can you? If you cannot
do it with a surplus, when should you?

It seems to me the answer is we prob-
ably ought to have a major tax reduc-
tion bill. I would think before the year
is out the President of the United
States will get into the act. He is prob-
ably still looking back to his first cam-
paign, before he was elected, when he
promised a middle-income tax cut. I
know, in reading about the politics of
the White House during the inter-
vening years, that some of his consult-
ants brought up that issue regularly
during his campaign and first year in
office—what about the tax cuts? Maybe
they were not right in his scheme of
things then, but I submit, with this
kind of surplus, they are right now.

We look forward, after this budget
resolution is passed—and hopefully
that will be tomorrow—to working
within the Congress—and hopefully
Congress with the Executive—to take
care of our public needs and take care
of our taxpayers’ needs. But we will al-
ways be vigilant that we not put one

over the other, since it is the taxpayers
who make our Government capable of
doing what it does.

With that, I yield the floor and re-
peat to Senators, if you do not get to
speak this evening, there are 5 hours
tomorrow. We will be glad to start tak-
ing names for tomorrow. It will be bet-
ter than tonight. We can get through
early tomorrow and early tonight and
still have a lot of debate time if most
of you will sign up for tomorrow, which
means we could get out of here rather
early this evening.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
The Senator from New Jersey.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I

want to respond to the analysis just
given us by our good friend and col-
league, the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI.
One thing about Senator DOMENICI, he
is always direct. He always calls it like
he sees it. And therein lie, perhaps,
some differences.

The expression, ‘‘beauty is in the
eyes of the beholder,’’ is one that fits
well, I think, because I see it quite dif-
ferently than Senator DOMENICI. As we
begin consideration of the conference
report, for the benefit of those who do
not know how we work here, the con-
ference report is that report on the
budget that has been agreed to by the
House of Representatives, their Budget
Committee people, and the Senate
Budget Committee people. So I have to
say at the outset that it is quite obvi-
ous that it is the majority’s report we
are looking at. Even though there are
45 Democrat Senators here, the fact is,
with rare exception, all of the Demo-
crats voted in opposition to the initial
Budget Committee report and my view
here is that we are probably going to
see at least something as strong in op-
position to the report that has now
been agreed upon by the House rep-
resentatives on the budget and the
Senate representatives.

Look at this. Here we have a budget
resolution, one that says this is the
way we ought to be spending our
money. Mr. President, I remind those
who are in earshot, this is a toothless
tiger. It does have the force of a Sen-
ate-House conference committee agree-
ing that is what we ought to be spend-
ing, but it is without law to support it,
and it is now an instruction to the var-
ious committees that have the jurisdic-
tion to set up the spending as rec-
ommended by the Budget Committee.

But what a time this is. The economy
has never been stronger. I have been
around a long time—thank goodness,
for my kids and me—but we have never
seen an economy like this. Unemploy-
ment is low, inflation is almost un-
heard of, the stock market is booming,
people are able to invest in housing and
education and plan their future and va-
cations. Our fiscal house is in order. We
are now running surpluses, having
come a long way from 1992 when Presi-
dent Clinton took over, when we were
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running annual deficits in the high $200
billion. Now we are running surpluses.
So we have done something good. I
commend my colleague, the chairman
of the Budget Committee, for the hard
work that he did—that we did bilat-
erally, with the President of the United
States—to get a balanced budget in
place. That, I think, has had a large ef-
fect on how it is we got to this current
period of prosperity. But at the same
time we face serious long-term chal-
lenges. Most importantly, the baby
boomers’ retirement is going to put
tremendous pressure on Social Secu-
rity and on Medicare in the years
ahead.

The key question facing Congress is
whether we will meet those challenges
and prepare for the future at this time
or whether we are going to yield to
short-term temptation at the expense
of the longevity of these programs.
Democrats are committed to focusing
on the future. Our top priority is to
save Medicare and Social Security for
the long term by reducing our debt,
keeping our debt in control, and in-
creasing national savings.

We also want to provide targeted tax
relief for those who need it most and
that is the middle-class families, those
who work hard for a living, those who
are dependent totally on wages and sal-
ary for their living. We want to invest
in education and other priorities that
will enhance the lives of those who are
not yet university age but who are
looking forward to having a job and ca-
reer that gives them a decent lifestyle.

The Republicans, our friends on the
other side of the aisle, have a different
view. Their plan as embodied in this
conference report focuses on huge tax
breaks, largely for the wealthy. I want
to give an example of what it is I am
talking about because so often our Re-
publican friends get irritated when we
say ‘‘focused on the wealthy.’’ But if
you are in the top 1 percent of the in-
come earners—that is starting at
$300,000 but averaging $850,000 a year—
if you are one of the lucky ones, one of
the skilled ones, or one of those who
inherited wealth, and your income is
$800,000 a year, you get a $20,000 tax
break in this budget that is proposed
before us.

On the other hand, if you work hard
and you go to work every day and you
worry about how to educate your kids
and you worry about how to pay your
mortgage and you earn $38,000 a year,
you get $100—oh, $99, I am sorry; it is
not even $100—a $99 tax break. Some-
how or other that doesn’t seem right to
me: $800,000 on the one hand gets a
$20,000 tax break and on the other
hand, if you make $38,000, slightly over
$700 a week to support your family, you
get $99 and you can spend it in any way
you want, the $99; buy a yacht, buy a
vacation—whatever you want to do
with the $99. So it does not seem right
to me.

These tax breaks on top of the unfair
balance between those who are the
wealthy and those who work hard for a

living would cost the taxpayer enor-
mous sums in the future. It would ab-
sorb funding that is needed to save
Medicare. And that, when you get right
down to it, is really the main issue this
conference report presents to the Sen-
ate.

Question: Should we provide huge tax
cuts, many of which will benefit the
wealthy? Or should we use that money
to save Medicare?

Of course, there is a lot more to the
conference report before us, so I will
take a little time now to explain why I
strongly oppose and intend to vote
against the acceptance of this con-
ference report. There are four primary
reasons.

First, it does not do anything to in-
crease Medicare’s life. In other words,
in 2015 Medicare is ready for bank-
ruptcy, if things go as they are.

I have suggested that we ought not
use funds needed for Medicare for tax
cuts that are primarily for the
wealthy.

Secondly, it threatens Social Secu-
rity because it fails to extend Social
Security’s life, but it allows the use of
surpluses generated by those who cur-
rently pay about 13 percent of wages;
that is the worker and the company,
for purposes other than Social Secu-
rity.

Thirdly, it is fiscally dangerous. I
used to run a big corporation, and I
will tell you that this is not the way to
plan the long-term future. It proposes
tax cuts that do not cost much in the
beginning, as the distinguished chair-
man of the Budget Committee said, but
he said it is going to cost over $700 bil-
lion. In 10 years, over $750 billion will
be used to provide that tax break.

Fourthly, it proposes extreme and
unrealistic cuts in essential programs
that are necessary for the well-being of
all our citizens. It would devastate
public services on which so many de-
pend. Moreover, Congress will be un-
able to pass the bills that provide the
funding that these programs need, and
it could lead eventually to a repeat of
a terrible experience that we had a few
years ago—a Government shutdown.
These are the kinds of programs that
would be affected.

Medicare’s hospital insurance trust
fund is now expected to become bank-
rupt in 2015. It is critical that we ad-
dress this problem and do it now. There
is no doubt that we have to modernize
and reform Medicare to make it func-
tion more efficiently, but whatever re-
form process we pass, we still need
more resources—more money, to put it
bluntly. In an attempt to find an over-
all solution, President Clinton pro-
posed allocating 15 percent of projected
budget surpluses, that is, the unified
budget, for surpluses for Medicare. This
would extend the life of the Medicare
trust fund for another 12 years. Our Re-
publican colleagues deride this pro-
posal. They say it amounts to adding
meaningless IOUs to Medicare, but
they are wrong.

First, the President’s proposal would
reduce the debt that the public holds in

bonds and investment in Government
securities, which would significantly
reduce interest costs in the future,
which would help us actually pay for
Medicare with the real dollars saved.

Unfortunately, the Republican budg-
et resolution we have in front of us to-
tally rejects the President’s proposal
to extend Medicare solvency. Instead of
directly using these surpluses for Medi-
care, it uses almost all of that money
for tax cuts. The document we have in
front of us—that was prepared exclu-
sively by Republicans, I remind you—
does not specify how we are going to
provide those tax cuts. They will be
drafted later in the Finance Com-
mittee. However, based on the com-
ments of the chairman of the Finance
Committee, it is fair to assume that
most of the total benefits will flow to
the wealthiest Americans. Mr. Presi-
dent, these GOP tax breaks would come
at the direct expense of Medicare. It is
wrong.

Under the Republican plan, not one
penny of projected surpluses is guaran-
teed for Medicare—not one cent. The
resolution claims to reserve about $90
billion for unspecified uses over 10
years and suggests that maybe we can
take some of that $90 billion for Medi-
care. However, that is far less than the
$350 billion the President wants to put
into Medicare over a 10-year period.
And none of this $90 billion is actually
reserved for Medicare.

In any case, there is nothing left for
the Medicare program after these funds
are used up for unexpected emer-
gencies. For example, emergency
spending now averages $9 billion a
year. That is emergency spending for
natural disasters or some other dis-
aster—fire, whatever you have—in a
community that is needed each and
every year. It is reasonable to assume
that future emergencies will consume
all of this so-called reserve.

Mr. President, the Republicans’ re-
fusal to provide additional resources
for Medicare would have a direct im-
pact on the millions of Americans who
will depend on Medicare for their
health needs in the future. The resolu-
tion almost certainly would mean
higher health care costs, higher copay-
ments—that means for the beneficiary.
If you have an incident or a matter
that can be reimbursed by Medicare,
you will have a higher copayment, you
will have higher deductibles, lower
quality health care services, and prob-
ably fewer hospitals, all because the
Republicans insist on providing these
huge tax breaks.

Beyond Medicare, the second major
problem with the Republican resolu-
tion is that it poses a direct threat to
Social Security.

Just yesterday, I offered a motion to
instruct the conferees, those from the
House and those from the Senate—but
particularly it applied to the Senate
because that is where we give our di-
rections—that they ensure that all So-
cial Security surplus is used only to ex-
tend the life of Social Security. It was
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not a close vote. The motion was
adopted by a 98–0 vote. Ninety-eight
Senators said, yes, this is the right
kind of attitude we want to see. Nine-
ty-eight out of 100 Senators said, yes,
we want to use all of our Social Secu-
rity surpluses to extend the life of So-
cial Security.

But within just a few hours of that
vote—the vote took place here, then it
went to conference over there in the
House, and the conferees, the group
that was sitting around the table, our
Republican friends, approved a provi-
sion that would allow Social Security
surpluses to be used for other purposes.
I find it astounding and, frankly, it is
outrageous that 98 Senators stood up
and voted aye, yes, we want all Social
Security surpluses to be spent on So-
cial Security, and it went in the waste-
basket within a few hours. Quite in-
credible.

The conference report establishes, as
we heard, a lockbox that supposedly
protects Social Security surpluses. But
it does not do that. It establishes a
largely meaningless 50-vote point of
order against future budget resolutions
but has a huge loophole for any legisla-
tion that ‘‘enhances retirement secu-
rity.’’

We do not know what the definition
of ‘‘retirement security’’ is. What does
it mean to enhance retirement secu-
rity? It does not say ‘‘Social Security.’’
This is a word game we play here. We
say one thing, but it has a different
meaning when we say it over here. Just
a change of a word or two: ‘‘Retirement
security’’ versus ‘‘Social Security.’’
Presumably this retirement security
plan could mean a wide range of pur-
poses.

Mr. President, it is unacceptable, it
is outrageous, it deserves to be con-
demned in the strongest possible
terms. Social Security surpluses should
not be used for ‘‘retirement security’’
or anything that we do not understand
clearly. Sure, it should not be used for
tax cuts. They should not be used for
risky new schemes and programs. They
should be used to pay Social Security
benefits, period.

The third problem with the con-
ference report is that it is fiscally irre-
sponsible. The resolution calls only for
small tax cuts in the first year or two.
We heard the chairman of the Budget
Committee say so. But the cost of
these tax cuts explode in the future.

Over the first 5 years, the total tax
cuts that we would have would cost
$142 billion, but over the second 5 years
that cost increases to $636 billion,
about 41⁄2 times as high as the first 5
years. And that is another way of get-
ting at things. It is kind of a little bit
sleight of hand, I would say. That is to
say, ‘‘Oh, we can give these tax breaks,
give these tax cuts, and it’s not going
to cost anything.’’ No, not while most
of us are still Members of this Senate.
But 10 years hence, when we add up the
scorecard, we will have spent almost
three-quarters of a trillion dollars for
tax cuts.

Mr. President, the final problem with
the Republican plan is that it forces
extreme cuts in programs for Ameri-
cans here at home. Tax cuts, on one
hand, cost something for the ordinary
Americans on the other hand.

I want to point out something. We
Democrats are not opposed to tax cuts
that are targeted, that means some-
thing for middle-class people, that
means something for hard-working
people who have to watch if not their
pennies, at least their nickels. That is
the way we want to do our tax cuts. We
want to encourage savings, we want to
encourage child care, we want it so
people can have child care in case they
do want to work. We want to make
sure there are funds there for long-
term health care for an elderly person.
That is the kind of tax cut that we
seek, not this broad, across-the-board
tax cut that will give these $800,000
wage-earners a $20,000 tax cut. So we
will be losing, as a result of that—pro-
grams that are here called nondefense
discretionary programs—about 71⁄2 per-
cent in the first year. But the real cut
in most programs would be much deep-
er.

Keep in mind, the Republican leader-
ship has said they will increase or
maintain funding for a handful of fa-
vored programs like new courthouses,
the transportation bill for the next half
dozen years—we call it TEA–21—the
census, the National Institutes of
Health, and some crime and education
programs. That leaves other unpro-
tected programs facing cuts of about 11
percent.

I want to point out what we are talk-
ing about. This is not just an amor-
phous discussion about arithmetic.
When we say 11 percent, we are talking
about everything from environmental
protection to the National Parks and
the FAA. The FAA is responsible for
the maintenance of our aviation fleet
and working hard to keep up with the
new technologies and the needs as avia-
tion expands its marketplace.

The Coast Guard. My gosh, everyone
knows the Coast Guard is one of the
most important branches of service
that we have in this country. They do
everything. They do drug interdiction.
They maintain waterways. They are
out there picking up illegal immi-
grants who are trying to float their
way to the American coast. They are
on pollution patrol. They watch it all.
You want to cut that down? I do not
think so. Eleven percent—that would
be devastating.

I heard our Senators from States
that border Central America about the
inadequacy of the number of Border
Patrol members that they have. This
would take a big slice out of that so
that we could no longer do even the
protection of our borders as efficiently
as we do now.

We would be losing lots of FBI
agents, NASA would be hurt, our space
program, job training, head Start, the
program that gives kids who come
from a disadvantaged background a lit-
tle bit of a head start.

So what would it mean in real terms?
Here are a few examples based on the
administration’s estimates: 2,700 FBI
agents would be lost; 1,350 Border Pa-
trol agents; 780 drug enforcement
agents would be lost; 90,000 fewer dis-
located workers would receive training
for new jobs, job search assistance, and
support services; 34,000 low-income
children would lose child care assist-
ance—what a devastating thing that
would be to lots of families—over 1.2
million low-income women, infants and
children—we call it the WIC Program—
would lose nutrition assistance each
month.

How can we face our conscience?
FAA operations would be cut by al-

most $700 million. It would lead to
travel delays, weakened security, lack
of critical modernization technologies.
The Superfund Program that cleans up
these toxic waste sites left by our in-
dustrial past—unusable ground—that
raise potential dangers to those who
live nearby; we would lose 21 opportu-
nities to clean up Superfund toxic
waste sites, needlessly jeopardizing
public health.

Up to 100,000 children would lose the
opportunity to benefit from Head
Start; 73,000 training and summer job
opportunities for young people would
be lost.

Mr. President, these types of cuts
clearly are unacceptable. They are not
what the American people want.

Unfortunately, under this resolution
the problem gets dramatically worse in
later years. By 2004, these nondefense
cuts—again, defense, on one hand, non-
defense on the other. Defense is a very
favored account in this place, and I
support a strong defense. And, boy, if
we ever doubted our need to fund it, we
see now that we have to do it. But we
do not have to give them all of the new
resources that we have.

By 2004, the nondefense program cuts
grow to 27 percent. There isn’t a Sen-
ator here, who, when faced with re-
ality, is going to vote for those kinds
of cuts. But they put their heads in the
sand. They are not looking at what the
longer consequences of this budget res-
olution are going to be. And it does not
even include any effects of inflation.

Mr. President, you really have to
wonder whether our Republican friends
are serious about cutting domestic pro-
grams by 27 percent. It is hard to be-
lieve, especially when they are not giv-
ing us any details about where those
cuts would come from. Some Repub-
licans have argued that these cuts are
required because of the discretionary
spending caps which remain in effect
through 2002. But that is not true.
‘‘Spending caps,’’ again, is part of the
vernacular here. Those are the levels of
spending that we agreed we would ad-
here to until 2002. But we are now in
surplus. We are out of debt because of
the good fiscal policies that we have
had here. That occurred because Demo-
crats and Republicans and the Presi-
dent worked together.
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Much of the problem for domestic

programs is created because the con-
ference report increases military
spending significantly over last year’s
level. Since all discretionary spending
is now under one cap, that extra money
must come directly from the other pro-
grams that we talked about.

Cutting domestic programs by 27 per-
cent in 2004 is not realistic. It is an ex-
treme decision. When it comes time for
cutting specific programs, Congress
sure will not likely follow through.

In other words, this budget resolu-
tion is a roadmap to gridlock. If we
can’t pass the appropriations bills, the
funding bills, we face the prospect of a
horrible nightmare that we once expe-
rienced here, and that is a Government
shutdown.

Why, then, are we considering a
budget resolution that even some Re-
publicans admit can’t be enacted into
law? The answer is simple. Republicans
are desperate to claim that they are for
tax cuts. And they see that as the
‘‘Holy Grail.’’ That is what they say
Americans want. I tell you, I see it dif-
ferently. I see an America where some-
one comes from a home that is not
wealthy, sometimes widowed. I had the
experience personally. My mother was
widowed at age 36. My father died when
he was 43. There was not a chance at
all that I was going to be able to get an
education or progress in life. But, for-
tunately, I served in the military—
World War II—and I was able to get my
education under the GI bill. It is an in-
credible thing that we offer when we
propose to young people that they have
a chance to get a job and to progress
and to live a life that is better than
their parents in most cases. Here we
are saying, well, tax cuts will take care
of it all. No. Tax cuts won’t take care
of it all. Some tax cuts will help, but
some tax cuts are just giveaways to
wealthy people. The result is that we
can create stresses in our society that
make living uncomfortable.

Right now we see violent crime going
down in the most unlikely places.
Why? Because we have more police on
the streets? Yes. Because we put more
criminals in jail? Yes. Because the
judges are tougher? Yes. But it is also
because people see a way to make a liv-
ing legitimately and they do not turn
to criminality. It is because there are
education programs and there are job
opportunities that have been created.
That is the difference.

In one case you have a stable society.
Those of us—and I include myself, hav-
ing had a successful business career—
who can afford to pay for the privilege
of living in this country ought to step
up and pay for it and not be looking for
tax cuts but be looking for harmony
and stability in our society. That is
what it is all about.

Here we have the tax cut proposal,
the Republican tax cut proposal. They
think it is politically going to keep up
their majorities here. It is not going to
happen, because we do not have a clue
on how to pay for them. And as long as

we don’t know how to pay for them, we
can only expect the worst.

Mr. President, we are left with a
budget that can be described a little bit
as show business, fantasy, a budget
that almost everybody knows isn’t
worth the paper on which it is written.

I have to say that some of the other
provisions in the conference report as
well are highly problematic. The con-
ference report establishes a new proc-
ess, a 60-vote point of order against all
emergency spending except for defense.

Now I pose a situation. Take a vol-
cano in the State of Washington or an
earthquake in the State of California
or the floods that hit Missouri or the
droughts that hit other States or the
storms that hit the Northeast or the
Southeast. If we say, well, these are
emergency conditions, it disturbs the
community, it destroys their economic
viability; we want that to be taken
care of by programs that we have in
the Federal Government. Now we are
saying, well, it is not enough to have 51
votes. Let’s make sure you have to
have 60 votes so that 41 votes can stop
any program they want.

Let’s suppose that there is a political
problem existing in a campaign for
President or Senator, and one party is
in power here. They know that State X,
Y or Z has a stronger possible voting
block than the other party; 41 Senators
can get up and stop it cold. Emergency
spending is emergency spending. We
ought to leave it to a majority of the
Senate to decide that, not require 60
votes.

It flies directly in the face of the
Senate-passed resolution. That is the
way we did it. We left it 50 votes. So
not only do I strongly disagree with it
as a matter of policy, but I think it is
an abuse of the conference process.

If 59 Senators think that we need to
pass emergency assistance to help
those ravaged by a flood or earthquake,
we can’t let 41 Senators block it.

Why should we be buying new weap-
ons with a higher priority than saving
the lives of Americans who are suf-
fering from a natural disaster? We
know there have been abuses of the
emergency designation, but the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee devel-
oped a reasonable approach to cutting
down on those abuses. They established
a new definition and a new process for
extracting new emergency items that
were added at the last minute in con-
ference reports. The Senate approved
that approach, and the House didn’t
have anything about this in their reso-
lution.

Yet, when they got together in con-
ference, the conferees on their own de-
cided that they would delineate a new
and entirely different approach. It is
not right. That is not the way the sys-
tem is supposed to work. We talk about
majority rule.

I am also concerned that the con-
ference report rejected yesterday’s
Senate vote in support of the Dodd
child care amendment. It was sup-
ported, in part, by our Republican

friends, but the amendment that was
carried through this body called for
$12.5 billion in new funding for child
care on top of any new related tax cuts.
Instead, what the conferees did is pro-
vide only $3 billion in child care fund-
ing. We had 66 votes for the proposal
yesterday at $12.5 billion. Today, it is
down to $3 billion. That is not what the
66 Senators voted for, and it is a sad
commentary on our commitment to
families in need.

Finally, I am also disturbed that the
conference report includes a provision
saying that any reestimate of our
budget surplus can be used only for tax
cuts. I think it is a mistake. I think it
is wrong. Why should tax breaks for
wealthy people be given a higher pri-
ority than education or Social Security
or Medicare or defense or veterans’
needs?

Mr. President, I do not think we
should be spending any surpluses until
we save Social Security and Medicare.
And I certainly do not think that sur-
pluses should be reserved only for tax
cuts, especially when we know that
many of those cuts are going to go to
wealthy folks.

There are many serious problems
with this conference report. Before I
close, I want to quickly recount the
four problems that are most funda-
mental.

First, it doesn’t guarantee a single
additional penny for Medicare, even
though Medicare faces bankruptcy in
the year 2015. Instead, it takes money
needed for Medicare and uses it for tax
cuts that will benefit the wealthy.

Second, it threatens Social Security.
It doesn’t extend Social Security’s sol-
vency by a single day, and it calls for
using Social Security surpluses for pur-
poses other than Social Security di-
rectly.

Third, it is fiscally dangerous. It
calls for huge tax cuts, the costs of
which explode in the future, just when
the baby boomers will be retiring.

Finally, its cuts in domestic pro-
grams are extreme. If they were ever
enacted, they would seriously disrupt
important public services.

More likely, Congress will never ap-
prove them, and we will again be facing
the disastrous threat of a Government
shutdown. The people who voted for it,
for the most part, know very well that
this is not a budget that is going to
survive. It is too bad that we are tak-
ing all of this time and expending all of
this energy to produce this sleight-of-
hand budget proposal that we see in
front of us.

I am strongly opposed to this con-
ference report, and I hope that it will
be more than a party-line vote that
votes against it.

With that, I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-

SIONS). Who yields time?
Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time

do we have, Mr. President?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator used 44 minutes of his 2 1/2 hours.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I would be happy

to yield to the Senator.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,

this is an inquiry. I gather my col-
leagues are on the floor, the Senator
from Missouri and others, to speak on
the budget; is that correct?

Mr. BOND. Yes.
Mr. LAUTENBERG. He has the right

to use the time. He is the manager.
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I

will wait to get some time in morning
business to introduce a bill with Sen-
ator DOMENICI. Why don’t we go on
with the process.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the floor,
Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, on behalf
of the chairman of the committee, I
yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Missouri, Mr. ASHCROFT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
ior Senator from Missouri is recog-
nized.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
thank the senior Senator from the
State of Missouri. I rise to commend,
thank, and praise Senator DOMENICI for
crafting a budget resolution that we
can stand up for and speak about and
be grateful for. I appreciate it.

The conference report balances need
for responsibility, the need for setting
priorities. When families gather around
the kitchen table to make budgets,
they set priorities. They say: If we are
going to get the new car, we don’t take
the same vacation; we can’t spend the
same money twice.

For too long, I think the U.S. Gov-
ernment, thinking that it could always
just go further and further into debt or
raid the Social Security trust fund,
didn’t have to set priorities. This is a
budget that sets priorities. It sets pri-
orities that are important.

The conference report reduces the
debt of this country. It will increase
funding for education, it will reduce
taxes, it will increase funding for na-
tional defense, and it will maintain the
spending caps that are so very nec-
essary if we are going to have the kind
of discipline that keeps us from further
invading the province of the next gen-
eration and their desire to be able to
build their own future, instead of pay-
ing for our past. That is the real ques-
tion when we decide whether we are
going to have discipline in spending. It
is a question of whether we will let the
next generation build its dream or pay
for our past.

This in great measure is due to Sen-
ator DOMENICI’s great efforts. I espe-
cially appreciate his willingness to
work with his colleagues. At the start
of this process, several other Senators
and I sent Senator DOMENICI a letter
asking for a budget that saved Social
Security surpluses, that reduced the
$3.8 trillion public debt, that pursued
at least $600 billion in tax relief over
the next 10 years, that maintained the
statutory spending caps, and included
increases in funding for both education
and national defense. These were spe-
cific items that we requested in a let-

ter addressed to the chairman of the
Budget Committee, Senator DOMENICI.
I know the occupant of the Chair un-
derstands what was included in that
letter and endorses that as well.

What is gratifying about what the
chairman of the Budget Committee did
is that the budget that has been pre-
pared both meets and exceeds these
goals. It calls for the following: A sub-
stantial Federal tax relief package,
$142 billion over the next 5 years, $778
billion over the next 10 years. The reso-
lution requires the Senate Finance
Committee and the House Ways and
Means Committee to report out their
tax cut plans by mid-July, a major step
forward for the American people, to
say to them, ‘‘You earned it, we re-
turned it’’—instead of, ‘‘You sent it, we
spent it.’’ For so long the Congress has
said, ‘‘You send it, we will spend it.’’
No matter how much they sent, we
spent. We viewed the American people
as somehow our ‘‘sugar daddy’’ for
more and more programs and greater
and greater spending.

I think it is high time we said to the
American people: We believe in you for
the future of this country, we believe
in families more than we believe in bu-
reaucracy, we believe in the private
sector. You have earned so much, you
have worked so hard, that we have an
operating surplus down the road and
we will share it with you by way of tax
relief.

Second, it stays within the spending
caps. The spending caps have enabled
us to bring the budget into balance. I
am happy that this budget maintains
those caps.

It increases spending for education
and defense. This is most important.
We understand the ability to defend
the country from foreign aggression
and the ability for the country to have
the kind of intense vigor and vitality
that comes from well-trained, bright
citizens. These are the two cornerposts
of our existence. Education spending
goes up 40 percent. The budget fully
funds the $17.5 billion in defense spend-
ing requested by the Joint Chiefs of
Staff over the next 5 years. We accom-
modated both of those by setting prior-
ities. Senator DOMENICI and the Budget
Committee, including the senior Sen-
ator from the State of Missouri, have
done a good job.

The conference report contains an
amendment which I introduced direct-
ing that this new education resource be
directed to the States and local edu-
cation districts and not new Federal
bureaucracy. We do need to increase
the bureaucracy. We need to elevate
the students’ performance levels; their
achievement levels need to soar. We
don’t do that by building bureaucracy
in Washington. We need to get that re-
source directly to the classroom. I am
pleased that the conference report will
contain this amendment which I pro-
posed, saying that the increase will go
to school districts in schools where
parents and teachers, principals, and
school administrators will make deci-

sions—instead of bureaucracy directing
it from Washington.

The conference report also reduces
the debt by $450 billion, $450 billion
more than the President’s proposal
would have reduced the debt. It is time
for us to reduce the publicly held debt
of this country.

Perhaps most importantly, this budg-
et saves $1.8 trillion over the next 10
years for our Nation’s elderly. This
money is vital to shoring up the Social
Security system. This stands in stark
contrast to the President’s plan, which
spends $158 billion over 5 years of So-
cial Security surpluses for non-Social
Security purposes. On the one hand, we
save $1.8 trillion over the next 10 years
for our Nation’s elderly; the Presi-
dent’s program over the next 5 years
alone would have spent $158 billion of
Social Security surpluses for non-So-
cial Security spending.

In addition to the money that this
budget saves for Social Security, the
budget also takes procedural steps to
build in onbudget surpluses from the
year 2001 and beyond. In other words,
there are Social Security surpluses
saved, then there will be other sur-
pluses that relate to the rest of the
budget—and the budget is careful to
make sure that those surpluses will
materialize beginning in the year 2001.

This is setting priorities. This is
kitchen table economics. This is under-
standing that in order to make some
things work, you have to adjust other
things and you have to work them to-
gether. It is not just a wish list, this is
a real spending plan. It is a spending
plan that honors the next generation
and the future of this great country.

Under these new important proce-
dures, Congress could no longer spend
billions of dollars on so-called ‘‘emer-
gencies’’ that were not really emer-
gencies. These new procedures stop the
mislabeling of ordinary expenses in the
category of ‘‘emergencies’’ so that you
could invade funds or take Social Secu-
rity surplus and spend, which happened
last year. There will be a point of order
in this budget that says you cannot do
that, you cannot mislabel, you cannot
automatically categorize things as
emergencies.

Last year, the President and the Con-
gress together spent $21 billion from
the Social Security trust fund on these
so-called emergencies. We need to stop
that. We must stop that. This budget
will stop that kind of practice.

The conference report contains a 60-
vote point of order ensuring that emer-
gency spending will be limited to ac-
tual emergencies. In addition, sur-
pluses that are accumulating in the So-
cial Security trust fund will no longer
be used to finance onbudget deficits in
governmental operations. It is a funda-
mental first step of Social Security re-
form that the Social Security surpluses
should not be used to funding deficits
in the rest of government. This budget
stops that.

In order to establish this first step,
Senator DOMENICI and I introduced leg-
islation that would establish a 60-vote
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point of order against any budget when
the Social Security surpluses are used
to finance onbudget governmental defi-
cits.

I rise to say how much I appreciate
the work of the chairman of the Budget
Committee, the members of the Budget
Committee, and their cooperation with
the Members of the House to work to-
gether to bring a budget that really
does what family budgets do—sets pri-
orities, looks to the future, under-
stands we cannot have everything all
the time, but protects Social Security
and its surplus, protects our budget
generally from mislabeling that gets us
into emergency spending which puts us
into debt or raids the Social Security
surplus, keeps the caps in place, ele-
vates the capacity for spending for edu-
cation, and strengthens the military.
These are the fundamentals that are
important to America’s strength in the
next century. This budget does that.

There have been a number of years in
which I have not voted for the budget.
I haven’t been able to in good con-
science. I voted against last year’s
budget with the $21 billion raid on the
Social Security trust fund. However, I
will be able to vote for this budget.
This is a budget for which we ought to
be grateful. This is the kind of budget
that we are grateful to have the oppor-
tunity to vote in favor of. I commend
Senator DOMENICI and the other mem-
bers of the Budget Committee and the
House for its cooperation in getting us
to a place where we can present this
kind of spending plan to the people of
the United States of America, for it is
their money that we spend. This is a
budget that they would be proud to de-
velop, were they to sit around the table
and make those kinds of hard-nosed
judgments about the Nation that they
make regularly about their families.

I thank the Chair and I yield the
floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before

Senator ASHCROFT leaves the floor, I
thank him for his kind remarks. I, too,
agree we have a very good budget.

Mr. President, I am going to yield to
Senator BOND who wants to manage
the bill for me for a while. He has a lot
of time this afternoon. But I ask unani-
mous consent for 1 minute to proceed
as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. DOMENICI per-

taining to the introduction of S. 796 are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to Senator DODD, here I got a half loaf,
maybe a quarter loaf—but we got
something.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, if I can
have the floor for just a second, be-
cause I don’t know who has the time to
yield to me?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have the time
to yield to the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Jersey yield time?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield so much
time as the Senator from Connecticut
needs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me
thank my colleague from New Mexico
on the child care effort. There was ob-
viously, strong bipartisan support for
this measure. As the Senator points
out, as is normally the case, you do not
get everything you want, but it is a
major bipartisan step forward and will
make a lot of difference in people’s
lives. We had to fight very hard and
there was a lot of objection on the
other side. Without his efforts, it would
not have happened.

I also thank Senator JEFFORDS, Sen-
ator CHAFEE, Senator HATCH and the
many others who deserve to share the
credit for achieving this result, but I
particularly want to thank my col-
league from New Mexico and my col-
league from New Jersey, who has obvi-
ously been a champion of all this for a
long time. I thank them for their ef-
forts to make a difference in the lives
of working families who struggle to
find safe and affordable child care.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
respond. We left last night from our
place in the Senate from work on this
without the conference report being
signed—and that was the only issue.
And about 10:30 last night signatures
were necessary and we got half a loaf.

Mr. DODD. Thanks. I appreciate
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I yield my-
self such time as I may require. I join
Senator DOMENICI in thanking my col-
league, Senator ASHCROFT, for his very
thoughtful comments on the budget.
Those of us who work on the numbers
sometimes get lost in the trees and fail
to see the forest. But I thought the
Senator from Missouri did a very effec-
tive job in explaining why this budget
is so important to the working Amer-
ican in the average family who sits
around the kitchen table and tries to
figure out how to spend their money
and wonders why those of us in Wash-
ington cannot spend our money with
the same kind of discipline.

Today is April 14. It is an ideal time
for us to consider this final version of
the budget resolution. While so many
of our constituents will be staying up
late tonight to finish their own income
taxes before tomorrow’s deadline, we
look like we are going to be able to
meet an April 15 deadline of our own.
The Congressional Budget Act created
a deadline of April 15 for Congress to
adopt its budget for the upcoming year,
and this year looks like it will be only
the second time since the Budget Act
was adopted in 1974 that we in Congress
will meet the deadline and will deliver
a budget on time. I am sure many of

our friends and colleagues and neigh-
bors back home will be astonished to
hear that. Taxpayers, those who are
carrying the load that we are distrib-
uting, have to meet their April 15 dead-
line every year. I can understand their
amazement, why we cannot seem to
meet our April 15 deadline. Meeting the
deadline is a major step forward in
demonstrating to our fellow Americans
we can be responsible in spending their
tax money. I commend Chairman
DOMENICI and all the conferees on doing
whatever it takes to make that hap-
pen.

Senator DOMENICI is responsible for
the discipline that this budget imposes
on spending. Through his good efforts
and with the cooperation of the col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle,
they even met the time deadlines that
were required as well. But, as our con-
stituents put the final touches on their
tax forms, it is important they be able
to read in the papers about how their
taxes will be spent next year. Adopting
the budget at this time amounts to full
disclosure. Taxpayers are sending in
their checks. We need to deliver the de-
tails of what they are buying. This
year I think the taxpayers will have
less cause for buyers’ remorse than in
the past.

I think, when the American people
heard what the President proposed in
February, they probably wished their
tax forms carried a money-back guar-
antee. Just think of what the President
sent us and look how far we have come.
The proposal made by the President
would destroy the budget discipline
that has helped us balance the books.
It would have actually broken the
spending caps by $22 billion in new
budget authority and $30 billion in ac-
tual cash outlays. The conference re-
port we have before us keeps to the
caps and keeps to the discipline the
taxpayers demanded.

When you listen to the President’s
budget, someone might get the idea
that it really presented a sound fiscal
plan. That is patently false. This budg-
et that the conferees presented us
saves more of the surplus than the
President over the next 5 and 10 years.
That is why we will have lower debt
levels than the President’s proposal,
from the year 2000 to the year 2009,
even if one adjusts for Social Security
equity purchases.

This means the President’s new
spending is larger than our tax cuts.
You do not hear too much about that,
but that is what the President pro-
posed. We have heard great complaints
about leaving options in the budget for
tax relief for American families, but
the President proposed to spend more
than that, new spending already above
what we already do. The President
would spend 35 percent of the surplus
over the next 5 years on programs un-
related to Social Security or Medicare.
To do that, he would have to use $158
billion of Social Security’s money to
pay for them.

Our tax cut that we empower in this
budget is smaller than the President’s
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new spending, which is why we felt it
was essential that we save the entire
Social Security surplus. The Presi-
dent’s budget talks about 15-year budg-
et estimates and talks about how much
he would save over the extended period.
When you talk about saving money
down the line and spending it in the
short term, I do not think you have to
tell the American taxpayer what that
is all about.

There is an old saying about ‘‘a bird
in the hand is worth two in the bush.’’
The President front-loads his spending
and says leave it to a future President
to come up with more savings. I do not
believe that dog hunts in my State or
any other State in the Nation. That is
not the way to go.

That is why I believe, when I intro-
duced the President’s budget as an
amendment, for those who did not like
the budget presented by the majority,
the Republican budget, that the Presi-
dent’s budget got a whopping two votes
on the floor of the Senate. That was
the President’s budget, all his assump-
tions, what he wanted to do. People
who said ours was so bad, our friends
on the other side of the aisle, two of
them voted for it. It was not a viable
option. What we have presented is a
good option.

The conference report, as I said, will
save Social Security surpluses for So-
cial Security. It keeps to the contract
we have with our seniors and puts the
‘‘trust’’ back in the Social Security
trust fund. I look forward to working
with Chairman DOMENICI and, I hope,
with colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, to create a formal lockbox to en-
force this approach.

At a time when tax revenues are at
their highest level since World War II,
and income taxes are at an all-time
high relative to our gross domestic
product, the President proposed not to
reduce taxes, but to increase them. The
President’s budget requested increased
revenues $82 billion over the next 5
years.

That is 80 different revenue raisers,
80 different increases in taxes or fees or
revenues. The conference report which
we have before us today goes in the op-
posite direction by permitting Con-
gress to fashion responsible tax policy.
We could leave in the pockets of the
people who do the work, who create the
jobs, who create the products, the
goods and services, some $778 billion
between 2000 and 2009.

I have my ideas on how we need a
flatter, simpler, fairer tax that will en-
courage economic development, but
that is not going to be debated until we
get around to the actual tax provi-
sions.

I think, however, that all taxpayers
should welcome the news as they work
on their tax forms today and tomorrow
that there is a hope there might be a
little less taxes to pay in future years.
It is also important to note that not a
dime of that tax relief will come at the
expense of Social Security. All of it
will be funded from the non-Social Se-
curity portion of the surplus.

Let me cite one specific example of
where this conference report makes a
significant improvement over the
President’s budget. On a specific pro-
gram that is of great concern to me, to
the people of my State of Missouri, and
I believe to people throughout the
country, people who are concerned
about a healthy environment, who
want to see clean water, who want to
clean up the wastewater that could
carry pollution, that could carry dam-
aging and dangerous illnesses that de-
spoil our natural environments and put
us at risk of waterborne diseases, the
President proposed to whack $550 mil-
lion out of the Clean Water State Re-
volving Loan Fund.

This program is not a very trendy
one, it is not an environmental bou-
tique program that sounds good in a
press release, but it affects Missourians
whether they drink water, whether
they swim, or whether they fish. It
means in the future that citizens in
every State of the Nation can expect
cleaner water. The funding is impera-
tive for public health protection, for
environmental protection, and eco-
nomic growth.

During the Budget Committee mark-
up of the budget resolution, I said
these cuts would not stand. Chairman
DOMENICI was able to restore a good
chunk of the President’s cuts, and I
thank him for that. But in this con-
ference report, I am hopeful we can re-
store even more of this crucial funding.

The conference report puts an addi-
tional $1.1 billion in the overall funding
category for natural resources and en-
vironment for 2000. I will be working to
try to get a good part of that for the
State revolving funds. That is money
that goes back to the people who are
building the facilities, who are oper-
ating the facilities, who have had
hands dirtied cleaning up the waste-
water in this country and assuring that
we have safe drinking water.

As chairman of the appropriations
subcommittee that handles the EPA
budget, I am confident that the addi-
tional funding will be a crucial re-
source in restoring the funds the Presi-
dent slashed.

Mr. President, I am encouraged that
as our constituents finish their tax re-
turns and pay off their taxes, we do not
have to be ashamed of how we will be
using the money they worked so hard
to provide their Government. In fact,
we are going to be letting them keep a
bigger portion of their money through
tax relief in the future. We will protect
our children and our grandchildren
from the debts that come from exces-
sive spending. We will keep our prom-
ises to retirees who depend on Social
Security—all of this signed, sealed, and
delivered by the April 15 deadline.

This budget will put the trust back
in Social Security. If there is any sur-
plus remaining, we can give needed tax
relief to working families. It will say
that we need to rescue Medicare by
making the structural changes in it
that are needed, not by putting in the

pot more IOUs that will be future debt
burdens on our children.

We also made a commitment to re-
form education, to put decisionmaking
back in the hands of parents, teachers
and local schools.

We are able to have this debate about
what to do with the surplus because we
have some good things going for us in
this country. Our overall economic ac-
tivity is good. We have relatively low
unemployment. We have steady
growth. We have a stock market, for
those people who are interested, that
has gone out of sight. Why is that so?
First, I think a sound monetary policy.
We have had good monetary policy. We
have kept inflation under control. We
have avoided the hidden tax of infla-
tion.

Secondly, after fighting long and
hard, this Congress, through its major-
ity, has gotten the President to accept
the discipline on spending, to put caps
on spending so that ‘‘if we don’t got it,
we ain’t gonna spend it,’’ to put it in
the vernacular. We have caps that keep
spending under control. That means,
like most Americans, we will not be
spending money we do not have.

Congress and the President have to
sit down and decide what our priorities
are going to be, to take care of prior-
ities without saying yes to every
spending opportunity that comes
along. It is going to take some tough
decisions, and many of those tough de-
cisions are still coming down the pike.
But you tell a family that has to live
within their budget that we have to
make tough choices, and they will tell
you, ‘‘So, what’s new? What’s different
between what we have to do and what
every American family has to do?’’ We
have to establish that discipline.

Now is not the time to abandon the
discipline and go back to the old ways
of runaway spending. It seemed easy in
the past to spend money that we did
not have, to run up the debt, but when
you think about it, we were running up
the debt on our children’s and our
grandchildren’s credit cards. That debt
was building up for them to pay in the
future, and it had a tremendously
harmful impact on our Nation’s econ-
omy. Poor fiscal discipline was holding
our economy back.

With the Federal Government’s budg-
et under control, with sound monetary
policy, with a promise that we are
going to allow the taxpayers to keep
more of their money that is not needed
for the work of the Government, we
have the conditions to allow the
strong, free market economy to con-
tinue to grow, to create jobs, to create
wealth, and to provide for the families
of America, for the individuals who
work hard and who are the people we
are to serve in this Government.

Mr. President, I am proud to have
worked with Senator DOMENICI. I ap-
preciate his leadership. I hope that my
colleagues will vote on both sides of
this aisle for the budget so that we can
get about the business of developing
spending plans that comply with the
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discipline of a balanced budget, one
that augers well for the future of this
country.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
commend the chairman of the Senate
Budget Committee for the decisions
made in this conference report that
will protect the Social Security trust
funds. First, it will be an honor for me
to vote for this budget resolution
which, for the first time in 30 years,
balances the Federal budget and does
so without using the Social Security
surplus. Second, this budget further
protects Social Security by creating a
point of order against future congres-
sional budgets which use Social Secu-
rity surpluses to pay for budget deficits
of the federal government.

These are great first steps to take to
protect Social Security. Americans
who have devoted a lifetime of working
and paying their Social Security taxes
deserve to have their Social Security
reserved for nothing but their Social
Security. That has not happened in re-
cent years. Without reform, this prac-
tice of raiding Social Security would
continue. In fact, President Clinton’s
budget for next year proposed using
$158 billion of the Social Security
Trust Fund to finance new government
spending. We must stop these raids on
Social Security.

The point of order included in this
conference report is similar to legisla-
tion I have introduced with the chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee.
The Ashcroft-Domenici bill writes into
law the Social Security protection
point of order. This conference report
puts the point of order in the House
and Senate rules for this year and next,
the maximum amount of time allowed
under House rules. This is a wise deci-
sion, and the right step to take now.
Because a budget resolution does not
become law, the only option available
to the budget conferees to protect So-
cial Security was to amend House and
Senate rules. I support this action.

Later this year I will seek Senate
passage of my bill to put this point of
order into law, to make it permanent
and to strengthen it by requiring that
it can only be waived in the Senate
with 60 votes, a super majority. I will
also support the efforts by Senators
DOMENICI and ABRAHAM to win passage
of their Social Security lockbox bill
which uses the debt limit as an en-
forcement mechanism to make sure
neither the President nor Congress can
use Social Security to finance new
deficits.

I am also pleased that the conferees
included in the final bill a resolution I
offered and the Senate passed express-
ing the Sense of the Senate that the
government should not invest the So-
cial Security Trust Funds in the stock
market. The President has proposed in-
vesting as much as $700 billion of the
surplus in the stock market. This is an
unwise gamble to take in my view, in
the view of the Senate and, in light of

its inclusion in this conference report,
the Congress of the United States.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say
to the Senator from Missouri, I appre-
ciate your leadership in protecting So-
cial Security. After the President’s
budget was released and it proposed to
raid $158 billion from the Social Secu-
rity trust funds, you told me that Con-
gress needed to protect Social Secu-
rity. You were right. If memory serves
me correctly, you introduced the first
bill in the Senate this year to protect
Social Security by using a point of
order mechanism. I was pleased to be
your first cosponsor. The inclusion in
this conference report of the point of
order is the first step to protect Social
Security. I look forward to working
with you, Senator ABRAHAM and other
Senators in putting into law, not just
the House and Senate rules, provisions
that will further protect the Social Se-
curity trust funds.

Mr. LOTT. I join Senator DOMENICI in
thanking the Senator from Missouri
for his leadership on Social Security. I
recall a lengthy letter Senator
ASHCROFT sent me earlier this year ad-
vocating that walling off Social Secu-
rity should be the top budget priority
for this Congress. I also remember the
bill he introduced earlier this year cre-
ating the Social Security point of order
that is similar to the one in the con-
ference report and his advocacy during
Senate debate and when the bill was in
conference for the final bill to include
the point of order. With passage of this
budget which, for the first time in 30
years, balances the budget without
using Social Security and puts proce-
dures in place to protect Social Secu-
rity in the future, the Senate has made
protecting Social Security a high pri-
ority. I commend Senator ASHCROFT
for his efforts in protecting Social Se-
curity.

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader.
f

ORDER OF PROCEDURE—S. 767

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is an
important time with a lot of very seri-
ous matters before the Senate. Obvi-
ously, we are going to be working on
the budget resolution. But also, we are
very much concerned about what is
happening in the Balkans, we are con-
cerned about what is happening in
Kosovo, we are concerned about the
impact that that is having in Mac-
edonia and the Montenegro area, as
well as countries that are not as di-
rectly impacted from a standpoint of
refugees, but the impact on Albania,
which obviously is housing a number of
refugees, and even countries such as
Romania are being affected by what we
see happening there.

I think it is important that we work
together in a bipartisan way to express
our support for our troops, to express
our support and appreciation for coun-
tries that are dealing with this influx
of refugees and providing haven and

humanitarian assistance working with
international organizations, with mili-
tary representation that has been try-
ing to deal with this tremendous influx
of refugees.

We are going to work over the next 24
hours to see if we can come together
with an agreement on a bipartisan res-
olution expressing our appreciation
and recognition for the outstanding
work that is being done by our men and
women of the military, by all the orga-
nizations that are helping with the ref-
ugees and for the countries that are
dealing with a tremendous burden
right now. But I think we should begin
here at home also.

Mr. DODD. Will the leader yield to
me on that point?

Mr. LOTT. Yes.
Mr. DODD. I thank the leader for

those comments. It is very, very help-
ful, particularly coming from our lead-
er. People who watch these floor pro-
ceedings should take note that it was a
very important statement he just
made. I believe he expresses the feel-
ings of all of us here. Whatever other
differences there may be, I think there
is a deep sense of appreciation first and
foremost for our own men and women
in uniform; secondly, for the organiza-
tions that are trying to do a good job.

I particularly commend him for his
comments regarding these front-line
states of Montenegro, which is showing
great courage in light of some very dif-
ficult pressures; Albania, which is so
poor—I think about $600 a year is the
annual earnings of the people—Mac-
edonia, about $1,300 a year, a small
country with almost 200,000 refugees
now. And particularly he mentions Ro-
mania and Bulgaria, which is very im-
portant as well.

This ought to be heartening news to
these governments and to the people of
these countries that it has not gone un-
noticed in our country what a tremen-
dous job they are doing handling a
problem they did not ask for, flooded
by a sea of humanity that needs a lot
of help. We are deeply grateful to them.
And I am hopeful the leader is right. I
certainly want to work with him and
anyone else who is interested to see if
we can put some language together
which would enjoy unanimous backing
by all of our colleagues, to speak with
one strong, solid voice about how much
we appreciate their efforts, the efforts
of our service men and women, and the
common determination to end this cri-
sis and get these people back to
Kosovo.

So I thank him.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the

Senator from Connecticut. I always
enjoy working with him. He is abso-
lutely right in repeating the need for
us to express our appreciation to our
military men and women and to con-
tinue our commitment to the humani-
tarian effort that is underway and ex-
press our appreciation to the front-line
states that are there dealing with this
problem and the cost of the problem in
a very serious way. We will work to see
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if we can express that appreciation and
concern.

But I want to emphasize that we have
our own military men and women who
are doing a magnificent job. All of our
Senators and House Members who have
gone to the region, who have gone to
Brussels and have gone to Aviano or
been in Albania or Macedonia, have
come back saying what a magnificent
job our military men and women have
been doing.

But it has gone now beyond our ac-
tive-duty pilots and men and women
who are involved in the exercise there.
It now involves Reserve unit members,
National Guard, volunteers. We have
Air Guard members that are now flying
the refueling aircraft that are helping
in that effort. And they have been
called up unexpectedly with very little
notice.

Now you have spouses that are in the
region that did not have time to file
their income tax return, and tomorrow
is the infamous day. Tomorrow is April
15. And like so many Americans, I will
file my return tomorrow and send my
check along with the return, which is a
very unhappy situation. But we have
military men and women who are doing
their duty for their country that were
unexpectedly, and on very short notice,
called up. And you have their spouses
now scrambling, trying to perhaps deal
with filing their income tax returns to-
morrow, the 15th.

We have legislation now moving
through the House that has been
through the Ways and Means Com-
mittee that will be coming to the Sen-
ate later on today or tomorrow, and we
have legislation that has been prepared
in the Senate now that would give, I
believe, a 60-day extension on filing re-
turns to our military men and women
that have been called up for this serv-
ice to our country.

There may be some other provisions
that have been cited, too, that should
be outlined. It exempts U.S. troops
serving in the Yugoslavia theater from
being taxed on the hazardous duty pay.
It grants our troops a 180-day filing ex-
tension on their 1998 income tax re-
turns after their return from duty in
the combat zone designated by the
President and exempts our troops from
the 3-percent excise tax levied on long
distance telephone calls, which I am
sure they are making now to assure
their families that they are in the area
and they are safe and they are doing
their job. So it is more than just a 60-
day extension.

I think it is the right thing to do. It
is the fair thing to do. And it is impor-
tant we do it today and make it clear
that we are going to complete this ac-
tion when the House bill comes over.
That may be later on today or tomor-
row. But if we do not make it clear
that we are going to do it today, and if
we do not get it done tomorrow, these
families are going to be under the du-
ress of either not filing on time, as the
law requires, or asking for an exten-
sion, which a lot of Americans are hesi-
tant to do.

So I think it is important that we
prepare the way to get this legislation
completed today, or not later than to-
morrow, and make it clear to the fami-
lies of our service men and women that
are in the zone that they are going to
have these benefits and this extension
of time.

In that vein, then, I do have a unani-
mous consent request that we have
been trying to get cleared, I hope we
can get cleared, because we need to do
this. And then we can get this behind
us and we can move on to another reso-
lution.

So I ask unanimous consent that——
Mr. DODD. Before you do that——
Mr. LOTT. I would withhold.
Mr. DODD. Can I make a suggestion?

There is one Member, I think, who has
some questions they may want to
raise—let me put it in those terms—be-
fore you propound it. I would person-
ally prefer if you could hold up for a
couple minutes until they get here.
Maybe we can work something out
with them.

Mr. LOTT. All right.
Mr. DODD. Other than that, I have

been asked, on behalf of someone, to
raise an objection. I prefer they were
here to make their case if that is what
they want to do. So if maybe we can
wait 5 minutes.

Mr. LOTT. If we don’t wait just a
minute, you would have to object, and
you prefer not to object; is that it?

Mr. DODD. You just hit it right on
the head.

Mr. LOTT. I would certainly be pre-
pared to honor that. Again, I hope we
could work this out. I am worried on
this, like I am on the other language
we have been working on. We have a
lot of very bright Senators that can
come up with some wonderful amend-
ments and it could go on endlessly and
we could get into some very controver-
sial amendments. No Senator—no Sen-
ator—would object to what is in S. 767
or the bill that will be coming over
from the House.

Mr. DODD. I think most of us are co-
sponsors.

Mr. LOTT. Nobody would object to
that. Therefore, we want to lock it in.
There may be other issues Senators
would like to object to. I would like to
say to them, there will be other bills,
there will be other ways. It will give us
time to focus on something that would
be an expression of our appreciation
and our commitment to be of assist-
ance to not only our military men and
women that are there in the area but
to those that are dealing on the inter-
national basis with humanitarian
needs for these front-line states.

I think we can do both. But as is usu-
ally the case, you need to do one and
then the other. And so I am trying to
find a way to achieve both of those.

Mr. DODD. If the leader would yield
further, I appreciate him showing some
patience here. This is, I think, a very
good idea. By the way, I am a cospon-
sor of the proposal here to do this for
our service men and women. I had the

pleasure of being with a group of them
last Friday and Saturday at Ramstein
Air Force Base and flew with a crew on
a C–130, a 4-hour flight from Germany
down to Macedonia. And they were ter-
rific young men and women. In the
cockpit were men and women. The nav-
igator was a woman. There were two
pilots, the engineers, the crew.

Mr. LOTT. Was that Reserve or Na-
tional Guard duty?

Mr. DODD. These are permanent, reg-
ular Army and Air Force people.

Mr. LOTT. Permanent, regular duty.
Mr. DODD. They do a fabulous job.

And I think it is one way of saying to
them how much we appreciate what
they are doing. I guess by executive
order, I gather, the President has
issued some orders on this as well.

Mr. LOTT. The President has ex-
pressed his desire to do this. He made
that commitment, I believe, in Lou-
isiana. Was it Barksdale Air Force
Base? And he has taken some action,
some executive order, but he cannot,
by executive order, do what we are
doing. It takes a change in the law or
a revision in the law in order for these
things to occur. So it is a supplement
to, in addition to, what he has already
done by executive order.

I yield, if I might, if I still have the
floor, to Senator COVERDELL.

Mr. COVERDELL. First, I associate
myself with the remarks of the leader
and the Senator from Connecticut on
Macedonia, Albania, Bulgaria, and Ro-
mania. We have only begun to assess
the impact. You can see on television
what is happening in Macedonia and
Albania. But you can’t see it in Roma-
nia and Bulgaria. It is very important,
and we are attentive and appreciative
to these second-tier states that are af-
fected by these actions.

The point I want to make, Mr. Lead-
er, on this issue that you just ad-
dressed, is that the clock runs out.
There is no other issue we are talking
about, including the one we all share
on Macedonia, that has a time clock
over its head.

If this could be done tonight, tomor-
row is the 15th, we send immediate
comfort to these thousands of families
scrambling, as all of America is, by to-
morrow. We ought not to leave another
night lingering of question and un-
known measures for all these families.
It ought to be settled tonight.

There is not another issue I have
heard talked about here that has that
kind of deadline on it and a discomfort
ramification. This is comfort for the
families that we all think of every
minute of every day now, and it really
ought to be apart from some of these
other things.

I appreciate the Senator from Con-
necticut recognizing that, and I wanted
to say so.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I could
describe this unanimous consent, what
it will do is provide for an hour of de-
bate equally divided, of course, so that
Members could comment on the actual
content in S. 767. This is the critical
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part. It will also say, this unanimous
consent agreement, that when the
House language comes over, then the
House bill would be read for a third
time and a vote on passage of the
House bill, without any intervening
language, motion or debate. So it in ef-
fect locks in the guarantee that this is
going to be done by tomorrow. Our peo-
ple will have that guarantee by the
Senate by this unanimous consent
agreement tonight. That is what I
would like to do.

If it would be helpful to the Senator
from Connecticut, I do not know if
other Senators are seeking recognition
now, we could wait just a moment
more. I will notify the Senate that I
would be prepared to make this unani-
mous consent request as soon as we can
get further Senators on the floor.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 767

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at a time to be de-
termined by the majority leader, the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 90, S. 767, under the fol-
lowing limitations: 1 hour of debate on
the bill equally divided in the usual
form; that no amendments to the Sen-
ate bill are in order.

I further ask that at the conclusion
or yielding back of time, the bill be
placed back on the calendar; that then
the House bill, which is the text of H.R.
1376 as printed in the RECORD, following
consent, be read a third time and a
vote occur on passage, all without any
intervening action, motion or debate.

If I could explain, before the Chair
rules on this, this is the bill that would
provide relief for our military men and
women who are now—many of them—
unexpectedly on short notice serving in
the zone where the bombing is occur-
ring, to have these tax benefits and
lock this in so that they know, today,
that they will be able to count on that
change.

That is my request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there

objection?
Mrs. BOXER. Reserving the right to

object, and I do not plan to object, I
want to have an opportunity to let the
Senate know I have been trying to
work with my friends to get a very
straightforward sense of the Senate at-
tached to the Senate bill that would
simply say that the armed services
would do everything in their power to
ensure that where there is a child of a
military couple, that the husband and
wife are not deployed into a combat

zone. This is something that we have
done in the past—during the gulf war—
after we found out that, indeed, we did
have a mom and dad in a combat zone
together. I think it is very appropriate,
as we give benefits to our brave men
and women, that we protect the chil-
dren at the same time.

As I understand it, we are going to
discuss the Coverdell bill, but we will
actually pass the House bill. I ask my
leader if that is, in fact, the case? If
there was a Senate bill, I would object,
because I would like the opportunity to
have this particular Senator’s amend-
ment included, but understanding that
it will be the House bill, I won’t stand
in the way. Do I have the assurance
that the vote will be on the House bill?

Mr. LOTT. That is correct.
Mrs. BOXER. Then I will not object.
I look forward to working with my

friends to ensure that we can protect
the children of our brave men and
women in the armed services.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I am happy to yield to the
Senator from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. I want to respond
briefly to the Senator from California.
Of course, the question has been an-
swered. Frankly, I have personal sym-
pathy for the language in your pro-
posal. The Senator from California un-
derstands the complexities of this in-
stitution as well as anybody. It is being
run through the committee of jurisdic-
tion. I don’t know what their response
will be. I want to make a point there is
a clock ticking. Nothing else we are
talking about has a finite conclusion,
which was why I wanted to do what we
could do to get this done, so that the
comfort—I think yours relates to com-
fort, too—can be settled for all the
families because they are busily trying
to comply with this tonight. I think
this sends a message to all of those
troops, their spouses, and their Nation
that this is, indeed, going to happen.

Mrs. BOXER. If my friend will yield,
I appreciate that. I am fully supportive
of the legislation. I look forward to
voting for the legislation.

I am only saying as we look to the fi-
nancial burden of our men and women
in uniform and as we look at these ref-
ugees and the way those kids look at
their parents, it is no different from
our families here when there is a dis-
ruption in family life.

I look forward to working with my
friend to see that we can at some fu-
ture time, very soon—because it could
happen soon; they are talking about
calling up the Reserves now in the Air
Force—that we would protect those
children and those families. We don’t
want to have a child go through the
trauma of losing a mother and father
in a combat zone. We don’t have to do
that.

I thank the Senator very much for
his cooperation. I look forward to
working with him on this matter.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to a period of morning business, with
Senators permitted to speak for up to
10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

TAXES

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, today is
April 14 and tomorrow is April 15. That
means tomorrow there will be a good
many Americans who will finish their
tax return preparation, go to the post
office and drop it in the mailbox in
order to get an April 15 date stamped
on it to comply with the tax laws in
this country. It is never a pleasant
thing, and I know most people grit
their teeth and wring their hands about
the responsibility of having to file in-
come tax returns. But most Americans
do that because they know that we
have needs and obligations in this
country to pay for a defense establish-
ment, to pay for roads, to pay for
schools—to pay for the cost of civiliza-
tion, in effect.

However, not everybody pays their
fair share of U.S. income taxes, not ev-
erybody pays their way. Today, I am
releasing a United States General Ac-
counting Office report that was done at
my request. This GAO report, which I
hope Members of the House and Senate
will read, has some rather startling
conclusions in it. At about the time
most Americans will file their tax re-
turn and pay the tax bill that they
owe, this GAO report says there are
plenty of special interests in this coun-
try that don’t pay anything—earn a lot
of money, but don’t pay any taxes.
They are not taxpayers. Let me de-
scribe what this GAO report says. The
GAO report says that 67 percent of the
foreign controlled corporations doing
business in the United States—67 per-
cent—pay no U.S. income taxes at all.
Zero in Federal income taxes. In the
first half of this decade, the General
Accounting Office says that the per-
cent of foreign-based corporations
doing business here and paying no U.S.
income taxes has ranged from 67 per-
cent to 74 percent. The GAO report also
shows that U.S. controlled companies
fared little better.

Now, that represents all corporations
filing a U.S. tax return. Let’s just deal
with large corporations. That is, cor-
porations defined by the GAO as having
at least $250 million in assets, or $50
million or more in sales; that is a large
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company. About 30 percent of both the
large foreign controlled and U.S. con-
trolled corporations doing business this
country paid no U.S. income taxes—de-
spite having more than $1 trillion in
sales here in 1995, the latest year for
which statistics are available.

In 1995, the large foreign controlled
corporations that did pay some U.S. in-
come taxes on the profits they made—
and some did, the General Accounting
Office says they paid taxes at a rate
that was just about one-half of the rate
paid by the large U.S. corporations
paying federal income taxes on their
profits here.

Now, I bring this to the floor of the
Senate simply to say this: There is still
substantial tax avoidance in this coun-
try, and it is not tax avoidance by
working folks, by people who get up in
the morning and go to work at a job for
8 or 10 hours a day; they aren’t avoid-
ing their tax responsibilities, because
they can’t. They must file tax returns.
They have withholding on their wages
and they must meet their citizenship
requirements in this country.

As we near April 15, one day away,
and the American people are filing tax
returns, it is reasonable for them to
ask, when they hear what is within the
cover of this GAO report, why do they
not see some of the largest economic
interests that make hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars, and in some cases bil-
lions of dollars—why don’t they see
those economic interests as taxpayers
in this country?

The GAO, some while ago, and other
reports, said that one automobile
maker, a foreign car maker, sold $3.4
billion worth of automobiles in this
country and paid zero in Federal in-
come taxes. The Presiding Officer is
from a State that would care about
that, the State that makes more cars,
I suspect, than any other State in our
country, where most major car manu-
facturers are located. So how, one
would ask, could a foreign company
come in and sell $3.4 billion worth of
automobiles and say that ‘‘we want all
the advantages and to enjoy all the op-
portunities the American marketplace
can give us, but we don’t want to be-
come taxpayers in your country’’? How
does that happen? Because we have a
tax law, in my opinion, that deals with
international corporations that do
business all around the world in a way
that allows them to jump through mas-
sive tax loopholes and, as this report
says, hundreds of billions of dollars and
more of sales in this country and then
claim to the U.S. Government that
they don’t owe one penny in income
taxes.

There is something fundamentally
wrong with that system. I am going to
come to the floor to speak later about
what causes all this and what we can
do about it. But I did want to disclose
the GAO report today that says this
problem isn’t getting better. They did
this report for me 4 years ago. I asked
them to renew it and update it. They
have done that. The report says this

problem isn’t getting better. What we
have is, according to some folks, $10
billion, $20 billion, $30 billion—and one
report estimates $35 billion—in taxes
that should be paid to the Federal Gov-
ernment by these international cor-
porations, but that is in fact not paid.

The only way you can retain a tax
system of the type we have in this
country is to have voluntary compli-
ance—that is, to have most people
complying because they know they
have a responsibility to do so. People
will not voluntarily comply with a tax
system that they think is unfair. It
certainly is unfair to those working
families in this country, who make
$25,000, $35,000, $55,000, $75,000 a year
and work hard and send their kids to
school and pay their bills and stretch
budgets to make ends meet, and at the
end of the year they have to file a tax
return and pay the Federal income
taxes. It is not fair to them and it cer-
tainly erodes their confidence in this
country and in the tax system to see
some of the largest international cor-
porations doing business in America
saying, ‘‘We want all the advantages of
being able to do that, except we don’t
want to be a taxpayer.’’

I say to those corporations, if you get
in trouble, whose Navy are you going
to ask for to bail you out? I know the
answer and so do you. If you are going
to do business here and make profits in
this country, you have a responsibility
to help pay for that Navy and the many
other things we do in this country that
make it a wonderful place in which to
live.

I might just mention some of the
ways in which these companies avoid
paying taxes, just because some people
might wonder how this happens. It hap-
pens through massive tax avoidance
schemes called ‘‘transfer pricing.’’ A
foreign corporation decides to do busi-
ness in the United States. It sets up a
wholly-owned subsidiary. It manufac-
tures in a foreign country, ships it to
this country, and then either over-
charges or undercharges itself, depend-
ing on which way the product is going,
in order to make sure there is no profit
shown in this country from its activi-
ties in the United States. The result of
gaming that system and preventing the
tax collectors at the IRS from seeing
what they really made is that they are
able to cart off their profits from this
country and avoid paying any taxes at
all.

On April 15, tax day, every American
ought to scream at the Congress and
the tax collection agency to say that
we ought to fix this and we ought to do
it soon. How do we fix it? Well, it is in-
teresting that even at a time when
GAO is doing this report that shows we
have massive tax avoidance through
transfer pricing—even at this time,
this problem is getting worse because
Congress, at virtually every oppor-
tunity, the kind of folks who think
about these things are slipping little
things into bills every chance they get
to make this problem worse. They just

did it last fall in a revenue bill with a
juicy little tax break worth a couple
hundred million dollars. With no de-
bate and no hearings, they just stuck it
in the middle of that bill. It added to
the proposition that more companies
will do business, make profits here and
pay no taxes here. We have a responsi-
bility to fix that.

So I appreciate the work the GAO
has done. I intend to encourage them
to keep doing this work to show us who
is paying taxes and who isn’t. Guess
what? The working American families
are paying taxes. They don’t have any
choice. They may not like it, but they
understand the advantages of living in
this country and what we must pay for
for ourselves and our children—defense,
schools, roads and more.

If the working families in this coun-
try voluntarily comply with this tax
law—and they do—then I suggest it is
time to ask some of the largest inter-
national corporations selling brand
names that every single one of us
knows to start doing the same thing.

I am going to bring a report to the
floor in the coming days that talks
about transfer pricing in ways that ev-
erybody will understand. I will talk
about corporations selling to them-
selves radial tires for $2,570 and a tooth
brush for $172. Why would companies
sell a tooth brush for $172 to them-
selves? So they can soak profits in one
direction or another and prevent the
Federal Government in this country
from taxing their profits. There are
massive schemes of tax avoidance. How
about a piano for $50? Sound good? I
am going to talk about the kind of tax
avoidance schemes that goes on as a re-
sult of this transfer pricing, which re-
sults, by the way, in this kind of study,
which says, in conclusion, the largest
international corporations in this
country—yes, domestic corporations
doing business overseas and foreign
corporations doing business here are
involved in massive tax avoidance. We
have a responsibility to the American
people to stop it. This is not rocket
science. It is simply standing up to the
largest economic interests, to say to
them you have the same responsibility
in this country as individual taxpayers.

You have the same responsibility in
this country as the average working
family has, and that is, you do business
here, you profit from this system, you
have a responsibility to contribute, to
pay taxes. When you do not do it, we
ought to change the law and certainly
improve enforcement and make sure
you do do it, because that is the fair
way to make sure a tax system works
for everybody.

Mr. President, with that I will be
back on a succeeding day to talk more
about transfer pricing. But I wanted to
bring to the attention of my colleagues
and others the GAO report that is re-
leased today that describes what I
think is a rather dismal conclusion
about massive tax avoidance by some
of the largest taxpayers in the world,
doing business in this country, making
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substantial profits, and avoiding the
responsibility of paying their fair share
of Federal income taxes.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the

close of business yesterday, Tuesday,
April 13, 1999, the Federal debt stood at
$5,666,223,263,670.85 (Five trillion, six
hundred sixty-six billion, two hundred
twenty-three million, two hundred
sixty-three thousand, six hundred sev-
enty dollars and eighty-five cents).

One year ago, April 13, 1998, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $5,545,139,000,000
(Five trillion, five hundred forty-five
billion, one hundred thirty-nine mil-
lion).

Five years ago, April 13, 1994, the
Federal debt stood at $4,567,992,000,000
(Four trillion, five hundred sixty-seven
billion, nine hundred ninety-two mil-
lion).

Ten years ago, April 13, 1989, the Fed-
eral debt stood at $2,771,862,000,000 (Two
trillion, seven hundred seventy-one bil-
lion, eight hundred sixty-two million).

Fifteen years ago, April 13, 1984, the
Federal debt stood at $1,486,811,000,000
(One trillion, four hundred eighty-six
billion, eight hundred eleven million)
which reflects a debt increase of more
than $4 trillion—$4,179,412,263,670.85
(Four trillion, one hundred seventy-
nine billion, four hundred twelve mil-
lion, two hundred sixty-three thou-
sand, six hundred seventy dollars and
eighty-five cents) during the past 15
years.
f

TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH K. BUNCH
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, tomor-

row, April 15, marks the last day of
Senate service for Elizabeth K. Bunch.
I have known Betty since 1987, when
she worked as a professional staff
member for me when I was on the
Rules Committee and was ranking
member. I thank her, on behalf of the
entire Senate, for her many years of
service.

She was born and grew up in Lar-
amie, WY. After raising a family and
having a career working as the assist-
ant to the dean of the graduate school
at the University of Wyoming, Betty
came to Washington in 1977.

In her first year here, Betty was the
special assistant to then newly elected
Senator Malcolm Wallop, a good friend.
Although she intended to stay in Wash-
ington for only 1 year, Betty spent 10
years working as an office manager and
special assistant for our distinguished
former colleague.

In 1987, Betty moved to the Rules
Committee where she worked for me in
so many important committee respon-
sibilities, including overseeing infor-
mation technology initiatives.

In 1991, Betty joined the staff of the
Sergeant at Arms. There she was first
the ‘‘ombudsman’’ for the Senate Com-
puter Center, and then the coordinator
for the consolidation of Sergeant at
Arms offices in the Postal Square
Building. Betty became the liaison be-
tween Postal Square and the Super-

intendent’s office. She also formed the
SAA Safety Office and did the FEMA
coordination, the Federal Emergency
Management Agency coordination, new
Senator transition coordination plan-
ning, all maintenance coordination,
and the multitude of necessary sup-
porting operations for the Sergeant at
Arm’s employees. She served for five
Sergeants at Arms.

The Senate and all its employees who
serve our great institution owe Betty
Bunch a debt of gratitude. I am very
proud to have worked with her. I know
my colleagues join me in wishing her a
wonderful retirement.
f

FAIRNESS FOR LEGAL
IMMIGRANTS ACT OF 1999

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I urge
my Senate colleagues to support the
Fairness for Legal Immigrants Act in
order to restore the benefits unfairly
eliminated by the 1996 welfare law.

In 1996, Congress passed a so-called
welfare reform law that drastically re-
stricted the ability of legal immigrants
to participate in public assistance pro-
grams. For the first time in history,
legal immigrants were cut off from
most federal aid. The law barred them
from food stamps, SSI, and other bene-
fits. It banned them for 5 years from
AFDC, Medicaid, and other programs
and gave states the option to perma-
nently ban them from these programs.

These provisions have had a dev-
astating effect on immigrant families.
Elderly and disabled immigrants were
notified that they would be turned out
of nursing homes or cut off from dis-
ability payments. Some even took
their own lives, rather than burden
their families. Far too many human
tragedies have resulted from the law.

Fortunately, many Members of Con-
gress realized that the provisions had
gone too far, and we passed legislation
in the past two years to restore bene-
fits for many. The Balanced Budget
Act of 1997 and the Agricultural Re-
search Act of 1998 restored eligibility
for Medicaid, SSI and Food Stamps for
hundreds of thousands of legal immi-
grants.

Nevertheless, many immigrants who
came here legally are still suffering
from restrictive provisions that remain
in effect. The Fairness for Legal Immi-
grants Act is needed to bring back this
safety net for immigrants who fall on
hard times, especially those who are in
great need, such as pregnant women,
children, the elderly, the disabled, the
poor, and victims of abuse.

The Act will permit states to provide
Medicaid to all eligible legal immi-
grant pregnant women and children. It
will permit states to extend Medicaid
to ‘‘medically needy’’ legal immigrants
who are disabled but not on SSI. It will
permit states to cover legal immigrant
children under CHIP, if they are also
providing Medicaid coverage for legal
immigrant children.

For legal immigrants who arrived be-
fore August 1996, the Act will restore
SSI eligibility for those who are elder-
ly and poor, but not disabled by SSI

standards. It will also restore food
stamp eligibility to all legal immi-
grants who have not yet had their eli-
gibility restored, primarily parents of
poor children.

For legal immigrants who arrived
after August 1996, the Act will restore
SSI eligibility for those who become
disabled after reaching the United
States. Finally, the Act will exempt
post-August 1996 legal immigrants who
are victims of domestic or elder abuse
from the five-year ban on Medicaid and
welfare assistance, and restore their
eligibility for SSI and food stamps.

These reforms are essential in order
to fulfill our obligation to those who
legally entered our country. Many of
them are family members of American
citizens. They play by the rules, pay
their taxes, and deserve a fair chance
to become citizens and build new lives
for themselves and their families in
America.

I urge the Senate to support this im-
portant legislation, and I look forward
to its early enactment.

f

TRIBUTE TO JAMES Q. CANNON

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize and pay tribute to
James Q. Cannon, a fellow Utahn who
has served as a distinguished leader in
the health care quality movement for
over twenty-five years.

Those of us who know Jamie recog-
nize his tireless efforts to ensure that
the thousands of seniors, the under-
privileged, and other vulnerable citi-
zens receive the highest quality med-
ical care possible.

As President and Chief Executive Of-
ficer of HealthInsight, a community-
based quality improvement organiza-
tion in Utah and Nevada, Mr. Cannon
has dedicated his life’s work to fos-
tering collaboration and continuous
learning among health care providers,
policy makers, consumer, and business
leaders.

These efforts have enabled physicians
and other health care professionals to
respond more effectively and humanely
to the many needs of their patients and
have helped the best in health care
science and research to become part of
the usual practice of medicine.

Jamie Cannon’s vision and pioneer
spirit have assisted in bringing hun-
dreds of people together annually to
learn, discuss, and implement commu-
nity-wide health care quality improve-
ment strategies. His commitment to
improving the delivery of health care
has been a driving force behind count-
less successful efforts in our commu-
nities to prevent unnecessary illness,
to reduce complications associated
with chronic disease, to improve care
delivery processes and outcomes, to
simplify health care administration,
and to develop sound, supportive gov-
ernment policies.

Over the years, these successes have
touched in one way or another, vir-
tually all aspects and settings in
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health care—from government policy
development to evaluations of program
effectiveness, from pediatric care to
end-of-life care, and from hospitals to
physician offices.

In addition to his service to the peo-
ple of Utah and Nevada, Jamie has led
and supported initiatives to evaluate
and improve the quality of medical
care delivered to all Americans. He has
served as a member of the board of di-
rectors of the American Health Quality
Association, an association rep-
resenting a national network of organi-
zations and individuals striving to im-
prove the health care delivered in
every state in our nation.

Mr. Cannon has also chaired numer-
ous committees and task forces at the
national level, providing leadership
and direction to other health business
executives committed to improving the
quality of clinical medicine.

In addition to providing a legacy of
health care quality leadership region-
ally and nationally, Jamie has also in-
fluenced the lives of many others in
the community. He is a devoted hus-
band, father of ten children, son and
brother. Throughout his life, Jamie has
also given generously of his time to
those in need through lay service in his
church.

Jamie’s genuine care and concern for
others is apparent in every interaction.
His boundless optimism and belief in
human goodness engenders trust, re-
kindles hope, and nurtures vision in all
those around him.

Mr. Cannon’s leadership and service
are respected and admired by his peers,
employers, business associates, friends
and neighbors, and family. I am proud
to know Jamie. He deserves the rec-
ognition and appreciation of Congress,
the Nation, and particularly the citi-
zens of Utah and Nevada.

With honor and pride I ask my col-
leagues to join me today in recognizing
and expressing appreciation to James
Q. Cannon for his many contributions
to quality health care in our country.
f

WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT
ACT

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise
today to highlight the concerns of
some of my constituents who are par-
ticipating in an adult basic education
program conducted by the ARC of
Northern Rhode Island.

Earlier in this session, John Mullaly,
on behalf of his classmates, wrote to
me to express his concerns regarding
the use of the word ‘‘handicapped’’.

Mr. President, individuals who live
with disabilities are one of the nation’s
great untapped resources. They have
much to contribute, and they deserve
to be fully integrated into every aspect
of society. I am proud that so many of
my colleagues share this point of view
and that 70 senators have joined in co-
sponsoring S. 331, the Work Incentives
Improvement Act, legislation that al-
lows individuals with disabilities to
join the workforce while maintaining

their health benefits under Medicare or
Medicaid.

As we debate this and other related
legislation in the Senate, I hope that
my colleagues will also consider the
vocabulary we use. Mr. Mullaly and his
classmates have suggested that we re-
place the term ‘‘handicapped’’ with the
phrase ‘‘persons with physical/mental
challenges’’. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of Mr.
Mullaly’s letter be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE ARC OF NORTHERN RHODE ISLAND,
February 2, 1999.

Senator JACK REED,
Providence, RI.

DEAR SENATOR JACK REED: We are students
of Adult Basic Education at the ARC of
Northern Rhode Island. We believe that ev-
eryone should be treated equally and be
given the chance to be the best that he or
she can be. No one should suffer discrimina-
tion. We know you agree with this. We are
trying to educate the general public and we
need your help.

We are trying to tell them that it discrimi-
nates against us to refer to us as ‘‘handi-
capped’’. It is not an appropriate word be-
cause it puts a stigma on us and a limit as
to what we can do. It is incredible what we
can do and we would prefer to be referred to
as persons with physical/mental challenges.
We will take the challenge! That term gives
us inspiration to meet our goals. What are
our goals? To be the best we can be, to give
others love, kindness, and inspiration. Also,
to protect the rights of others like us, and to
educate the public.

Will you help us? Will you work towards
using the new terminology on signs in public
places? We would also like suggestions from
you on how we can help bring this about and
protect the integrity of all concerned.

Sincerely,
JOHN MULLALY, SPOKESPERSON,

Adult Basic Education Classes.

f

WATER RESOURCES
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1999

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on
March 23, 1999, the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works filed S. 507,
the Water Resources Development Act
of 1999, accompanied by Senate Report
106–34. At that time, the analysis pre-
pared by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice was not available, and therefore
was not printed with the report. The
analysis subsequently has been re-
ceived by the committee and I now ask
unanimous consent, pursuant to sec-
tion 403 of the Congressional Budget
and Impoundment Act, it be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,

Washington, DC, April 14, 1999.
Hon. JOHN H. CHAFEE,
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional

Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for S. 507, the Water Resources De-
velopment Act of 1999.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Victoria Heid
Hall (for the effects on outer continental
shelf receipts) and Gary Brown (for all other
federal costs), both of whom can be reached
at 226–2860, and Marjorie Miller (for the state
and local impact), who can be reached at 225–
3220.

Sincerely,
DAN L. CRIPPEN,

Director.
Enclosure.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE

S. 507—Water Resources Development Act of
1999

Summary: S. 507 would authorize the ap-
propriation of about $2.3 billion (in 1999 dol-
lars) over the 2000–2009 period for the Sec-
retary of Army, acting through the Army
Corps of Engineers, to conduct studies and
undertake specified projects and programs
for flood control, port development, inland
navigation, storm damage reduction, and en-
vironmental restoration. Adjusting for an-
ticipated inflation, CBO estimates that im-
plementing the bill would require appropria-
tions of $2.5 billion over that period. The bill
also would authorize:

Prepayment or waiver of amounts owed to
the federal government;

Spending a portion of the fees collected at
Corps recreation sites;

Free use of sand, gravel, and shell re-
sources from the outer continental shelf
(OCS) at eligible projects by state and local
governments; and

Sale of specified federal lands in Wash-
ington and Oklahoma.

CBO estimates that implementing S. 507
would result in additional outlays of about
$1.9 billion over the 2000–2004 period, assum-
ing the appropriation of the necessary
amounts. The remaining amounts authorized
by the bill would be spent after 2004. Enact-
ing the bill would affect direct spending;
therefore, pay-as-you-go procedures would
apply. CBO estimates that enacting S. 507
would reduce direct spending by $18 million
in 2000 and would result in a net increase in
direct spending of $6 million over the 2000–
2004 period.

S. 507 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA).
State and local governments would likely
incur some costs as a result of the bill’s en-
actment, but these costs would be voluntary.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: The estimated budgetary impact of S.
507 is shown in the following table. For con-
structing, operating, and maintaining
projects that are already authorized, CBO es-
timates that the Corps will need about $4 bil-
lion annually over the 2000–2004 period
(roughly the level appropriated in 1999). The
table shows the estimates of additional
spending necessary to implement the bill.
The costs of this legislation fall primarily
within budget function 300 (natural resources
and environment).

By fiscal years, in millions of
dollars—

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION
Estimated Authorization Level .......... 478 558 485 321 185
Estimated Outlays ............................ 239 446 510 414 278

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING
Estimated Budget Authority ............. ¥18 6 6 6 6
Estimated Outlays ............................ ¥18 6 6 6 6

Basis of estimate: For the purpose of this
estimate, CBO assumes that S. 507 will be en-
acted by the end of fiscal year 1999 and that
all amounts estimated to be authorized by
the bill will be appropriated for each fiscal
year.
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Spending subject to appropriation

Estimates of annual budget authority
needed to meet design and construction
schedules were provided by the Corps. CBO
adjusted the estimates to reflect the impact
of anticipated inflation during the time be-
tween authorization and appropriation. Esti-
mated outlays are based on historical spend-
ing rates for activities of the Corps.
Direct spending

Prepayments and Waivers of Payments. S.
507 would authorize the state of Oklahoma to
pay the present value of its outstanding obli-
gation to the United States for water supply.
CBO estimates that, if the bill is enacted, a
prepayment of about $20 million would be
made in 2000 and that payments forgone
would be about $2 million a year over the
2000–2033 period. The bill would authorize the
Corps to waive payments from the Waurika
Project Master Conservancy District and the
cities of Chesapeake, Virginia, and Moore-
field, West Virginia, for other projects. CBO
estimates that under current law, payments
from these entities would total less than
$500,000 annually over the 2000–2031 period.

Spending of Recreation Fees. S. 507 would
authorize the Corps to retain and spend each
year any recreation fees in excess of $34 mil-
lion. At present, all recreation fees are de-
posited as offsetting receipts in the Treasury
and are unavailable for spending unless ap-
propriated. By allowing the Corps to spend
receipts in excess of $34 million, this provi-
sion creates the possibility of new direct
spending. CBO’s baseline projection of re-
ceipts is $36 million a year. Allowing for the

possibilities that receipts could be either
more or less than that projected level, we es-
timated that the expected value of addi-
tional spending from enacting this provision
is about $3 million a year.

Using Outer Continental Shelf Sand and
Gravel. S. 507 would amend the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act to allow nonfederal
entities to use—without charge—sand, grav-
el, and shell resources from the outer conti-
nental shelf for shore restoration and protec-
tion programs and certain other construc-
tion projects if such projects are subject to
an agreement with the Corps. Under current
law, the Department of the Interior (DOI)
cannot charge other federal agencies for the
use of these OCS resources. Section 211
would extend free use of the resources to
nonfederal interests, including state and
local governments, for the type of projects
specified in the bill. Based on information
from DOI, CBO estimates that exempting
these projects from fees for OCS sand, gravel,
and shell resources would result in forgone
receipts of about $1 million each year. Pro-
ceeds from the sale of this material are re-
corded as offsetting receipts to the Treasury;
thus a loss of these receipts would increase
direct spending.

Sales of Land. S. 507 would direct the Corps
to sell at fair market value land that was ac-
quired for the Candy Lake Project in Osage
County, Oklahoma. The land was acquired in
the mid 1970s at a total cost of about $2 mil-
lion. Accounting for inflation, CBO esti-
mates the current value of the land at about
$4 million. CBO anticipates that the lands
could be sold in fiscal year 2000. Annual lease

payments and other revenues accruing to the
federal government from these lands are not
significant.

CBO anticipates that sale proceeds would
be counted for pay-as-you-go purposes. Under
the Balanced Budget Act, proceeds from non-
routine asset sales (sales that are not au-
thorized under current law) may be counted
for pay-as-you-go scorekeeping only if the
sale would entail no financial cost to the
government.

S. 507 also would direct the Corps to trans-
fer lands located in Clarkston, Washington,
to the Port of Clarkston. The Port would not
be required to pay for the lands as long as
they are used for recreation purposes. The
fair market value of the lands are estimated
at slightly less than $2 million. Based on in-
formation provided by the Corps, CBO antici-
pates that the lands would continue to be
used for recreation purposes after convey-
ance and that no consideration would be re-
quired. The Port currently leases the lands
from the United States without cost.

Pay-as-you-go considerations: The
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures
for legislation affecting direct spending or
receipts. The net changes in outlays that are
subject to pay-as-you-go procedures are
shown in the following table. (The bill would
not affect governmental receipts.) For the
purposes of enforcing pay-as-you-go proce-
dures, only the effects in the current year,
the budget year, and the succeeding four
years are counted.

By fiscal years, in millions of dollars—

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Changes in outlays ....................................................................................................................................................... 0 ¥18 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Changes in receipts ...................................................................................................................................................... Not applicable

Estimated impact act on State, local, and
tribal governments: S. 507 contains no inter-
governmental mandates as defined in UMRA.
State and local governments that choose to
participate in water resources development
projects and programs carried out by the
Corps would incur costs as described below.
In addition, some state and local govern-
ments would benefit from provisions in this
bill that would alter their obligations to
make payments to the federal government
and order transfers of land.
Authorizations of new projects

CBO estimates that nonfederal entities
(primarily state and local governments) that
choose to participate in the projects author-
ized by this bill would spend about $1.3 bil-
lion during fiscal years 2000 through 2011 to
help construct these projects. These esti-
mates are based on information provided by
the Corps. I addition to these costs, non-
federal entities would pay for the operation
and maintenance of many of the projects
after they are constructed.
Changes in cost-sharing policies

S. 507 would make a number of changes to
federal laws that specify the share of water
resources project costs borne by state and
local governments. Section 202 would in-
crease the nonfederal share or recurring
costs associated with new coastal shore pro-
tection projects from 35 percent to 50 per-
cent. This change would not affect the con-
struction of these projects. Some state and
local governments would find it easier to
satisfy matching requirements for specific
projects as a result of provisions in S. 507
that would allow additional in-kind con-
tributions or expand the range of expendi-
tures counted towards the required match.
Other provisions in the bill would expand the
opportunities for state and local govern-

ments to participate in water resources
projects.

S. 507 includes several provisions that
would alter the repayment obligations of
specific state and local governments, either
by allowing the prepayment of amounts
owed or by waiving amounts owed under cur-
rent law.
New programs

S. 507 would authorize several new pro-
grams that would assist state and local gov-
ernments. Specifically, the bill would au-
thorize total appropriations of $75 million for
fiscal years 2000 and 2001 for a program to re-
duce flood hazards and $30 million for the
same period for activities to protect and en-
hance fish and wildlife habitat of the Mis-
souri River and the middle Mississippi River.
State and local governments choosing to
participate in these programs would have to
provide 35 percent of the initial cost of any
funded project and all the subsequent oper-
ation and maintenance costs. The bill also
would authorize a program of technical as-
sistance for the purpose of developing and
evaluating measures to keep fish from enter-
ing irrigation systems. State and local par-
ticipants in this program would be required
to contribute 50 percent of the cost of such
assistance.

State and local governments would benefit
from a provision in S. 507 that would allow
them to negotiate agreements with DOI to
use sand, gravel, and shell resources from
the outer continental shelf for eligible
projects at no charge.
Conveyances

S. 507 would allow the state of Oklahoma
and the Port of Clarkston, Washington, to
take title to land and facilities now owned
by the federal government. Both could be re-
quired to pay the costs necessary to com-

plete these conveyances, should they choose
to take the property. The conveyances would
be voluntary on the part of these govern-
ments.

Estimated impact on the private sector:
This bill contains no new private-sector
mandates as defined in UMRA.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: OCS
receipts—Victoria Heid Hall. All other
costs—Gary Brown. Impact on State, Local,
and Tribal Governments: Majorie Miller.

Estimate approved by: Paul N. Van de
Water, Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis.

f

FIRST FAMILY PLEDGE CAMPAIGN

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today
marks the completion of a year-long
public education effort called the First
Family Pledge Campaign to increase
awareness of the need for organ dona-
tion and to increase the number of peo-
ple willing to be organ donors.

The campaign has focused primarily
on the need to discuss organ transplan-
tation within the family. Open family
discussion is essential to ensure that
each person’s commitment to become
an organ donor is understood and hon-
ored by family members. As part of
that campaign, my wife Vicky and I
agreed to become organ donors, and to
discuss the issue in our family.

The campaign for organ donation has
been an excellent opportunity to recog-
nize the success of organ transplan-
tation in saving lives, and Congress
should be proud that it has helped to
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support this achievement. Fourteen
years ago, we created the National
Organ Transplant Program. Our goal
was to do all we can to see that organ
failure is not a death sentence and
make it possible for many more Ameri-
cans to return to good health. We have
had significant success. More than
20,000 Americans—men, women and
children—now receive life-saving organ
transplants each year. But more needs
to be done.

Too many Americans die while wait-
ing for organ transplantation. More
than 60,000 Americans are waiting for
organ transplantation. Every day, 55 of
those people have an organ transplant.
And every day, 10 others die because
they did not have timely access to an
organ. While there are differences of
opinion about how an organ distribu-
tion system should be designed, it is
clear that the overriding problem is a
shortage in the availability of healthy
organs.

In 1997, there were more than 9,000
organ donors. Nearly 4,000 of those do-
nors were living relatives who were
willing and eligible to give an organ—
a kidney or part of a liver—to a family
member in need. But transplantation
of this type is not an option for many
in need.

Each year, approximately 5,000 per-
sons donate organs upon death. These
acts of generosity are saving the lives
of countless others. Transplantation of
a cornea can restore sight. Transplan-
tation of a kidney means life without
dialysis. And transplantation of a
heart, lung or liver means the dif-
ference between life and death. Studies
show that more than 10,000 individuals
each year could become organ donors
after their death, and some estimates
are as high as 15,000 each year.

The reasons that an individual does
not become an organ donor vary. In
some cases, the donation may conflict
with religious or personal beliefs. But
in far too many cases, the reason is
simply lack of awareness of the need,
or misunderstanding of the process.

In building the national organ dona-
tion and transplantation system, we
have taken great care to ensure that
individuals and families are not co-
erced into decisions to donate their or-
gans. We have a strong shared commit-
ment to respect personal and religious
beliefs. Congress has made it illegal for
organs to be sold—another measure to
ensure freedom of choice. The Sec-
retary of HHS has proposed a rule to
encourage donation by training hos-
pital personnel to explain the process.
This rule, which I support, specifies
that only trained hospital personnel
are permitted to approach families of
potential organ donors. But the most
effective measure to increase organ do-
nation is open discussion, long before a
time of crisis. Families need to explore
their beliefs and opinions, make per-
sonal commitments, and have an op-
portunity to honor the beliefs and com-
mitments of loved ones who die.

In closing, I commend the First Fam-
ily Pledge Campaign for all it has done

to encourage and support these impor-
tant efforts. Congress must continue to
pursue legislation and policies to as-
sure that all Americans in need have
access to life-saving transplantation.
Adequate funding is essential to sup-
port these services. We need to be sure
that the distribution system is fair and
effective. And we need to continue our
nationwide efforts to educate the pub-
lic about the need for and value of
organ donation.
f

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 11:53 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading
clerks, announced that the House has
passed the following bills, in which it
requests the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 46. An act to provide for a national
medal for public safety officers who act with
extraordinary valor above and beyond the
call of duty.

H.R. 769. An act to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946 to provide for the registration
and protection of trademarks used in com-
merce, in order to carry out provisions of
certain international conventions, and for
other purposes.

H.R. 1143. An act to establish a program to
provide assistance for programs of credit and
other financial services for microenterprises
in developing countries, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 1189. An act to make technical correc-
tions in title 17, United States Code, and
other laws.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution con-
gratulating the State of Qatar and its citi-
zens for their commitment to democratic
ideals and women’s suffrage on the occasion
of Qatar’s historic elections of a central mu-
nicipal council on March 8, 1999.

At 2:07 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
one of its reading clerks, announced
that the House agrees to the report of
the committee of conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
resolution (H. Con. Res. 68) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for
the United States Government for fis-
cal year 2000 and setting forth appro-
priate budgetary levels for each of fis-
cal years 2001 through 2009.
f

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 46. An act to provide for a national
medal for public safety officers who act with
extraordinary valor above and beyond the
call of duty; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

H.R. 769. An act to amend the Trademark
Act of 1946 to provide for the registration
and protection of trademarks used in com-
merce, in order to carry out provisions of
certain international conventions, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

H.R. 1143. An act to establish a program to
provide assistance for programs of credit and
other financial services for microenterprises
in developing countries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

H.R. 1189. An act to make technical correc-
tions in title 17, United States Code, and
other laws; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

The following concurrent resolution
was read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution con-
gratulating the State of Qatar and its citi-
zens for their commitment to democratic
ideals and women’s suffrage on the occasion
of Qatar’s historic elections of a central mu-
nicipal council on March 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

f

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Diane Edith Watson, of California, to be
Ambassador Extraordinary and
Plenipoteniary of the United States of Amer-
ica to the Federal States of Micronesia.

Nominee: Diane E. Watson.
Post: Ambassador to the Federated States

of Micronesia.
Nominated: January 4, 1999.
The following is a list of all members of

my immediate family and their spouses. I
have asked each of these persons to inform
me of the pertinent contributions made by
them. To the best of my knowledge, the in-
formation contained in this report is com-
plete and accurate.

Contributions, amount, date, and donee:
1. Self: (see Attachment).
2. Spouse: None.
3. Children and Spouses Names: None.
4. Parents Names: Dorothy Watson/None:

William Allen Watson/‘‘Deceased.’’
5. Grandparents Names: Lyle and Belle

O’Neal/‘‘Deceased’’; William and Edith Wat-
son/‘‘Deceased.’’

6. Brothers and Spouses Names: William
Watson/None; Chatera Watson/None.

7. Sisters and Spouses Names: Barbara
Coleman/None; Patsy Bradfield/None; David
Bradfield/None.

8. Political Contributions:

State Senator Diane Watson Schedule of Po-
litical Contributions—1994, 1995, 1996, 1997
and 1998

Date and payee Amount

1994:
Kay Ciniceros ............................. $500
California Democratic Caucus .... 2,000
California Democratic Party ...... 174
Legislative Black Caucus ........... 500
California Democratic Party ...... 400
Valerie Lynn Shaw ..................... 200
Friends of Gwen Moore ............... 1,000
David Roberti ............................. 1,000
Cewaer ........................................ 500
Senate Victory Campaign .......... 300
Congressional Black Caucus ....... 230
Dorothy Ehrhart Morrison ......... 500
Democratic National Committee 200
Paulette Riley Irons ................... 200
Margelo Farrand ........................ 500
Sandy Hester .............................. 200
Ralph Dills ................................. 1,000
Art Torres .................................. 1,000
Hollywood Womens Pac ............. 250
Golden State Victory ................. 300
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State Senator Diane Watson Schedule of Po-

litical Contributions—1994, 1995, 1996, 1997
and 1998—Continued

Date and payee Amount

Delaine Eastin ............................ 1,000

Total ..................................... 10,954
1995:

Legislative Black Caucus ........... 500
State of California Moretti

Funds ....................................... 500
Friends of Paul Horcher ............. 1,000
Friends of Lois Hill Hale ............ 1,000
California Now ........................... 350
California Democratic Party ...... 129
Democratic National Convention 200
California Democratic Com-

mittee ...................................... 300
Democratic National Committee 100
Lois Hill Hale ............................. 1,000
U.N. 50 Committee ...................... 125
Mary Landrieu ........................... 1,500
Willie Brown for Mayor .............. 500
Barbara Lee for Senate .............. 309
Congressional Black Women

LDF ......................................... 1,000
Barbara Lee for Senate .............. 500
Dezzie Wood ................................ 500
California Democratic Victory

Fund ........................................ 300

Total ..................................... 9,813
1996:

California Democratic Party ...... 300
California Democratic Party ...... 150

(The above nomination was reported
with the recommendation that she be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s
commitment to respond to requests to
appear and testify before any duly con-
stituted committee of the Senate.)
f

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr. BOND,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. EDWARDS,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. KOHL, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. BURNS, and Mr.
LEAHY):

S. 791. A bill to amend the Small Business
Act with respect to the women’s business
center program; to the Committee on Small
Business.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. MOYNIHAN
(for himself, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. LEAHY)):

S. 792. A bill to amend title IV of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 to provide States
with the option to allow legal immigrant
pregnant women, children, and blind or dis-
abled medically needy individuals to be eligi-
ble for medical assistance under the med-
icaid program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mrs. BOXER:
S. 793. A bill to amend the Child Abuse

Prevention and Treatment Act to require
States receiving funds under section 106 of
such Act to have in effect a State law pro-
viding for a criminal penalty on an indi-
vidual who fails to report witnessing another
individual engaging in sexual abuse of a

child; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and
Ms. SNOWE):

S. 794. A bill entitled the ‘‘Hospital Length
of Stay Act of 1999’’; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. FRIST, Mr. BURNS, and Mr.
BREAUX):

S. 795. A bill to amend the Fastener Qual-
ity Act to strengthen the protection against
the sale of mismarked, misrepresented, and
counterfeit fasteners and eliminate unneces-
sary requirements, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SPEC-
TER, Mr. REID, Mr. SARBANES, and
Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 796. A bill to provide for full parity with
respect to health insurance coverage for cer-
tain severe biologically-based mental ill-
nesses and to prohibit limits on the number
of mental illness-related hospital days and
outpatient visits that are covered for all
mental illnesses; to the Committee on
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. ASHCROFT:
S. 797. A bill to apply the Foreign Corrupt

Practices Act of 1977 to the International
Olympic Committee; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
ABRAHAM, and Mr. KERRY):

S. 798. A bill to promote electronic com-
merce by encouraging and facilitating the
use of encryption in interstate commerce
consistent with the protection of national
security, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 799. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to modify the tax brackets,
eliminate the marriage penalty, allow indi-
viduals a deduction for amounts paid for in-
surance for medical care, increase contribu-
tion limits for individual retirement plans
and pensions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 800. A bill to promote and enhance pub-
lic safety through the use of
9–1–1 as the universal emergency assistance
number, further deployment of wireless 9–1–
1 service, support of States in upgrading 9–1–
1 capabilities and related functions, encour-
agement of construction and operation of
seamless, ubiquitous, and reliable networks
for personal wireless services, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

By Mr. SANTORUM:
S. 801. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to reduce the tax on beer to
its pre-1991 level; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. GREGG, Mr. FEINGOLD,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
SPECTER, and Ms. COLLINS):

S. 802. A bill to provide for a gradual reduc-
tion in the loan rate for peanuts, to repeal
peanut quotas for the 2002 and subsequent
crops, and to require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to purchase peanuts and peanut
products for nutrition programs only at the
world market price; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 803. A bill to make the International
Olympic Committee subject to the Foreign

Corrupt Practices Act of 1977, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself
and Mr. FRIST):

S. 804. A bill to improve the ability of Fed-
eral agencies to license Federally-owned in-
ventions; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BAYH (for himself and Mr.
LUGAR):

S. Res. 76. A resolution to commend the
Purdue University women’s basketball team
on winning the 1999 National Collegiate Ath-
letic Association women’s basketball cham-
pionship; considered and agreed to.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Mr.
BOND, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. ENZI, Mr.
KENNEDY, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. EDWARDS, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. KOHL,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. BURNS, and
Mr. LEAHY):

S. 791. A bill to amend the Small
Business Act with respect to the wom-
en’s business center program; to the
Committee on Small Business.

WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTERS SUSTAINABILITY
ACT OF 1999

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I come to
the floor today to introduce the Wom-
en’s Business Centers Sustainability
Act of 1999, and I do so on behalf of my-
self and Senators BOND, HARKIN, BINGA-
MAN, LEVIN, ENZI, DOMENICI, ABRAHAM,
SARBANES, AKAKA, KENNEDY, EDWARDS,
FEINSTEIN, LANDRIEU, BOXER, CLELAND,
KOHL, WELLSTONE, BURNS, and LEAHY.

As the title suggests, this bill ad-
dresses the funding constraints that
are making it increasingly difficult for
our women’s business centers to sus-
tain the level of services that they cur-
rently provide and, in some instances,
to literally keep the doors open.

Some colleagues may ask the ques-
tion, What is the Women’s Business
Center Program? The Small Business
Administration started the Women’s
Business Center Program which pro-
vides 5-year grants matched by non-
Federal dollars to private sector orga-
nizations so that they can establish
business training centers for women.
Depending on the needs of the commu-
nity being served, the centers teach
women the basic principles of finance,
management, and marketing, as well
as specialized topics such as how to get
a government contract or how to start
a home-based business.

These business centers are located in
rural, urban, and suburban areas, and
they direct much of their training and
counseling assistance towards socially
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and economically disadvantaged
women.

I might add, Mr. President, of all the
changes in the social structure of the
United States or in the marketplace in
the last years, none has been more pro-
found than the significant numbers of
women entering the marketplace. As
more and more women enter the mar-
ketplace and they assume roles as prin-
cipal breadwinners or sole bread-
winners within some families, it is
more and more important that they
have the capacity to participate fully
in the economy and not be relegated
simply to entry-level jobs.

Congress started this program in 1988
in response to hearings that revealed
the Federal Government was not meet-
ing the needs of women entrepreneurs
and that there were very little other
mechanisms for entry-level women en-
trepreneurs. Women faced particular
discrimination in access to credit and
capital, and they were shut out of
many government contracts and had
very little access to the kind of busi-
ness assistance that they needed to
compete in the marketplace. We have
really come a long way since that first
beginning. There are now 59 centers in
36 States, the District of Columbia, and
Puerto Rico.

In addition to increasing self-suffi-
ciency among women, the women’s
business centers have strengthened
women business ownership overall and
encouraged local job creation.

The numbers really tell a remarkable
story, Mr. President. In 1998, women-
owned businesses made up more than
one-third of the 23 million small busi-
nesses in the United States. They have
accounted for some $3 trillion in an-
nual revenues to the economy, and
they employed one out of every four
workers in the United States.

Still, according to the data from the
1998 Women’s Economic Summit,
women-owned businesses account for
only 18 percent of all small business
gross receipts, and they are dramati-
cally underrepresented in the Nation’s
two most lucrative markets—corporate
buying and government contracting.

This really underscores significantly
the problem that I talked about a mo-
ment ago of entry-level jobs and of the
nature of the small, entrepreneurial,
home-grown, cottage-industry-type
businesses that women begin with,
which often could be grown signifi-
cantly into larger businesses but for
the lack of credit, the lack of available
marketing skills, and the lack of man-
agement skills. Clearly, the need for
women’s business centers continues,
and this is no time for us to diminish
or to dismantle the infrastructure that
the federal government has invested in
for the past decade.

Addressing the special needs of
women-owned businesses serves not
just the entrepreneurs, but it serves
the overall strength of communities, as
well as the economy of the whole of our
country. Women’s business centers
help increase the growth, not just of

women’s businesses, but also of the
large network of support businesses
that are linked and affiliated with
them, as well as, obviously, the general
economy and the local community as-
sociated with those businesses.

There are many extraordinarily run
centers around the country. Let me
highlight two of them—one in New
Mexico and one in Massachusetts. I
know my colleagues, Senators BINGA-
MAN and DOMENICI, are particularly
proud of the one in their home State. I
am very proud of one in Massachusetts
which has been a model women’s busi-
ness center. It is the Center of Women
& Enterprise in Boston. Since 1995, that
center has served more than 2,000
women from more than 100 cities and
towns in eastern Massachusetts. Of the
women it serves every year, 60 percent
are low-income, 70 percent are single,
and 32 percent are women of color.

Andrea Silbert is the tireless execu-
tive director of that center. She has ef-
fectively raised money, forged partner-
ships, and designed thorough training
and mentoring programs to help
women entrepreneurs.

When the Boston women’s business
center trains an entrepreneur, that en-
trepreneur then knows how to ap-
proach a lender for a loan, knows how
to manage her business, and under-
stands the ins and outs and hows and
whys of marketing.

But notwithstanding the success of
these several women’s business centers,
the fact is that a number of them
around the country are facing in-
creased difficulty in raising the re-
quired matching funds.

There are some people who think the
centers should charge higher fees. And
they might think so, until you examine
the makeup of the people who are being
reached by the centers. We were privi-
leged to have a person by the name of
Agnes Noonan, who has spent the last 8
years as the executive director of
WESST Corporation, the women’s busi-
ness center in Albuquerque, NM, tes-
tify before us in the Small Business
Committee. As she testified in March,
during her first couple of years running
the center, her view was that there was
a very simple way to deal with the
problem of raising money, and that was
to do a better job of marketing the cen-
ter’s services to women who could af-
ford to pay higher fees. That would in-
crease the center’s income, and it
would reduce its reliance on public dol-
lars.

But the problem is that the minute
you do that, you start redirecting the
energy and focus of the center away
from the people who most benefit from
it. And that is precisely what she told
us as a practitioner. She said:

Though [such a] strategy may have made
economic sense, it conflicted directly with
our mission of serving low-income women.
. . . If we were to target our services to
women who could afford to pay market con-
sulting and training rates, then we would
clearly not be addressing the needs of low-in-
come women in New Mexico.

She also gave us important informa-
tion about the realities of fundraising:

Nationally, only six percent of foundation
money is earmarked for women, and only a
tiny portion of that goes to women’s eco-
nomic development.

So as she said to us, the executive di-
rectors of women’s business centers are
very experienced fundraisers. Lori
Smith of the WBC in Oklahoma City
said before the House Small Business
Committee that she thought she could
sell sand in the desert. She viewed her-
self as good a fundraiser and as good a
salesperson as there is, but she also
said that competition for foundation-
and private-sector dollars has become
so intense and those dollars so much
scarcer with each year that Govern-
ment funding has diminished. And they
do not have anywhere to turn.

In addition to that, bank mergers are
occurring, as we know, at an increased
rate around the country. And those
mergers are further exacerbating the
situation because the banks have been
a primary source of funds for many of
these centers.

Take the example of the recently an-
nounced bank merger in Boston of
Fleet Bank and BankBoston. Those
banks separately have been very gen-
erous to the women’s business center
in Boston. Their combined contribu-
tion came to $150,000. But we have seri-
ous concerns that their full support
continue, and not reduce as we have
seen in other States, where the merged
institutions rarely give the same
amount of money as the two or three,
or whatever number, that the prior in-
stitutions contributed. So we have seen
a drying up of some of the funding
sources, I might add, not just for the
women’s business centers but for a host
of charitable institutions that rely on
those contributions.

So for many of the centers, they now
have the added specter of losing their
annual base of money. We need to guar-
antee that we do not add to that omi-
nous cloud by having the base that
came from the SBA also disappear at
the same time when they come to the
end of the original 5-year grant cycle.
That money is their basic bread and
butter, it is their ability to stay alive,
as well as the indispensable ingredient
of leveraging for additional fundraising
dollars.

I believe, and the colleagues who
have joined me in introducing this leg-
islation believe, that it is essential for
us to find a fair way to let the women’s
business centers recompete for their
base funding. That is competition; it is
not entitlement.

So here is how the legislation we in-
troduce gets us there.

First, it allows the women’s business
centers which have completed a fund-
ing term to compete for another 5
years of Federal funding, which, under
current policy, would be up to $150,000
per year. The recompetition standards
would be higher than those needed for
centers applying for funds for their ini-
tial 5-year funding term. This recog-
nizes that more experienced centers
ought to be able to perform well from
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the beginning of their second term
funding; they have been through the
learning curve. And I believe this addi-
tional Federal funding is necessary to
counteract the adverse impact of bank
and corporate mergers I mentioned pre-
viously.

Second, my bill will raise the author-
ization of appropriations for fiscal year
2000 and fiscal year 2001 for women’s
business center funding from $11 mil-
lion to $12 million per year. It will also
reserve 40 percent of those appropria-
tions for recompetition grants.

I believe that increasing the author-
ization to $12 million is entirely con-
sistent with the legislation which our
committee passed last year, and it
would ensure that there would be ade-
quate funding to preserve effective, es-
tablished centers and to help fund new
centers in States that do not have one.

Mr. President, I thank those col-
leagues who have joined me in this ef-
fort. I hope additional colleagues will
join in support of this legislation and
we can rapidly pass it. It should not be
contentious. We are not talking about
vast sums of money, but we are talking
about an extraordinary amount of le-
verage for a very small investment.

I think that in most States in this
country my colleagues will agree with
me that opening the doors of oppor-
tunity to full business ownership and
participation, particularly to those
who have been disadvantaged for var-
ious reasons, is of enormous impor-
tance to the longer term economic
well-being of our country. And when I
say ‘‘well-being,’’ I am not just talking
about the bottom line in terms of the
return on investment to those busi-
nesses, I am talking, obviously, about
the enormous importance of strength-
ening families, strengthening commu-
nities, and eliminating the vestiges of
discrimination that remain against
women in terms of their full economic
participation in the Nation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the Women’s Business Cen-
ters Sustainability Act be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 791
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Women’s
Business Centers Sustainability Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTER PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 29 of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 656) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(l) ELIGIBILITY FOR ADDITIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
a private organization that has received fi-
nancial assistance under this section pursu-
ant to a grant, contract, or cooperative
agreement, and that is in the final year of a
5-year project or that has completed a
project financed under this section (or any
predecessor to this section), may apply for fi-
nancial assistance for an additional 5-year
project under this section.

‘‘(2) CONDITIONS FOR PARTICIPATION.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, as a condition of receiving financial as-
sistance authorized by this subsection, an or-
ganization described in paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) shall meet such requirements as the
Administration shall establish to promote
the viability and success of the program
under this section, in addition to the re-
quirements set forth in this section; and

‘‘(B) shall agree to obtain, after its applica-
tion has been approved and notice of award
has been issued, cash contributions from
non-Federal sources for each year of addi-
tional program participation in an amount
equal to 1 non-Federal dollar for each Fed-
eral dollar.’’.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section 29(k) of the Small Business Act (15
U.S.C. 656(k)) is amended by striking para-
graph (1) and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be
appropriated $12,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2000 and 2001 to carry out the projects
authorized under this section, of which, in
each fiscal year, not more than 40 percent
may be used to carry out projects funded
under subsection (l).’’.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be an original cosponsor of
the Women’s Business Centers Sustain-
ability Act of 1999. This legislation will
strengthen SBA’s women’s business
centers in Michigan and across the Na-
tion which help entrepreneurs start
and maintain successful businesses by
providing such things as start-up help
and financial expertise to women-
owned businesses. This legislation will
allow those women’s business centers
that are already successfully partici-
pating in the program to recompete for
Federal funding after their initial
funding term expires.

Under this legislation, the recompeti-
tion standards would be set higher
than those used for centers applying
for their initial five-year funding term.
The ability of established and success-
ful women’s business development cen-
ters to continue to compete for Federal
funding means that critical resources
will continue to be made available for
women-owned businesses for such pur-
poses as training and obtaining busi-
ness financing.

Women-owned businesses are the
fastest growing sector of small busi-
nesses in America and provide innu-
merable jobs and resources to the state
of Michigan. Michigan has two wom-
en’s business centers, the Center for
Empowerment and Economic Develop-
ment (CEED) in Ann Arbor and the
Grand Rapids Opportunities for Women
(GROW) in Grand Rapids. We also have
Project Invest in Traverse City which
is a women’s business center affiliate.
In addition, a Center is currently being
set up in Detroit.

These Michigan programs offer
women a comprehensive package of
business education and training, start-
up financing, technical assistance, peer
group support and access to commu-
nity and government supportive re-
sources such as child care. Michigan’s
women’s business centers are sup-
portive of this legislation and believe
it is necessary in order for them to
continue to be able to offer the current

levels of services and support to Michi-
gan’s women-owned businesses.

I am pleased that Congress has recog-
nized the importance of funding the
women’s business center program. In
1997, Congress enacted legislation to
make the 1991 pilot project a perma-
nent part of the Small Business Admin-
istration programs available to help
entrepreneurs start and maintain suc-
cessful business. It also doubled the an-
nual funding of the women’s business
centers and extended the funding pe-
riod from 3 to 5 years. And just this
year, Congress enacted legislation to
change the non-Federal and Federal
funding ratio requirements and it
again increased the annual authoriza-
tion level from $8 million to $11 mil-
lion.

The legislation being introduced
today by my colleague from Massachu-
setts, Mr. KERRY, in addition to allow-
ing existing women’s business centers
to compete for additional Federal fund-
ing, will also increase the authorized
appropriations for fiscal year 2000 and
fiscal year 2001 from $11 million to $12
million for this program.

Mr. KENNEDY. I strongly support
the Women’s Business Centers Sustain-
ability Act of 1999. Its goal is to pro-
vide disadvantaged women with the op-
portunity to obtain the training and
counseling necessary to become suc-
cessful small business owners.

Today, the Nation’s entrepreneurial
spirit is thriving. Small business has
become the engine that drives the
economy. America’s 23 million small
businesses employ more than 50 per-
cent of the private workforce, generate
more than half of the nation’s gross do-
mestic product, and are the principal
source of new jobs in the U.S. economy.
The increase in the number of small
businesses owned by women has signifi-
cantly contributed to the overall suc-
cess of small business.

Between 1987 and 1996, the number of
women-owned firms has grown by78
percent. Employment in women-owned
firms more than doubled from 1987 to
1992, compared to an increase of 38 per-
cent in employment by all firms. For
women-owned companies with 100 or
more workers, employment has in-
creased by 158 percent—more than
twice the rate for all U.S. firms of
similar size. Women entrepreneurs are
taking their firms into the global mar-
ketplace at the same rate as all U.S.
business owners.

Today, women are starting new firms
at twice the rate of all other business
and own nearly 40 percent of all firms
in the United States. These 8 million
firms employ 18.5 million people—one
in every five U.S. workers—and con-
tribute $2.3 trillion to the economy.
The Small Business Administration
has created programs, such as the
women’s business centers, which have
been very effective in promoting
woman business ownership. We must
ensure that these programs continue to
receive strong support in Congress.

The Women’s Business Centers Sus-
tainability Act of 1999 will provide the
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funds necessary to continue this suc-
cessful program. It will allow women’s
business centers that have completed
five year funding to apply for addi-
tional funding, and it will also increase
the authorization for FY 2000 and FY
2001 from $11 million to $12 million a
year. Our goal is to help sustain exist-
ing centers, while continuing to create
new centers.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this important legislation, and I look
forward to its early enactment.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
for the second year in a row as an
original co-sponsor of legislation in-
creasing the authorization for the
Small Business Administration wom-
en’s business center program. These
centers provide important manage-
ment, marketing, and financial advice
to women-owned small businesses.

Mr. President, this program finances
a number of very important initiatives
at the state and local levels; measures
that have proven crucial to women
struggling to enter the job world and
to start their own businesses. These
initiatives have changed the lives of a
significant number of women in Michi-
gan and throughout the United States.

For example, two women’s business
centers in Michigan are leading the
way toward preparing and advancing
women in the business field. Ann Ar-
bor’s Women’s Initiative for Self-Em-
ployment, or WISE, program provides
low-income women with the tools and
resources they need to begin and ex-
pand businesses. The WISE program
also provides a comprehensive package
of business training, personal develop-
ment workshops, credit counseling,
start-up and expansion financing, busi-
ness counseling and mentoring. In ad-
dition, Grand Rapids’ Opportunities for
Women, or GROW, provides career
counseling and training for women in
western Michigan. GROW provides es-
sential job preparedness with basic
business training and assistance in ob-
taining more specialized instruction.

Mr. President, I salute the good peo-
ple at WISE and GROW for their hard
work in helping the women of Michi-
gan. These programs create and expand
business opportunities, fight against
poverty, increase incomes, stabilize
families, develop skills, and spark com-
munity renewal. If we are to maintain
and increase revitalization of troubled
areas and the empowerment of women
we must continue to provide targeted
funding for these types of assistance
programs.

For these reasons, I support the
Women’s Business Centers Sustain-
ability Act of 1999. Because the Small
Business Administration’s women’s
business centers program makes it pos-
sible for women to build productive
lives for themselves and their families,
I believe it deserves the increased fund-
ing it needs to expand its services. I
urge my colleagues to support this im-
portant bill.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. MOY-
NIHAN (for himself, Mr. GRAHAM,

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
and Mr. LEAHY)):

S. 792. A bill to amend title IV of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to
provide States with the option to allow
legal immigrant pregnant women, chil-
dren, and blind or disabled medically
needy individuals to be eligible for
medical assistance under the medicaid
program, and for other purposes.
THE FAIRNESS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS ACT OF

1999

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President,
today, I am introducing the Fairness
for Legal Immigrants Act of 1999, a bill
to restore to legal immigrants eligi-
bility for a number of safety net bene-
fits denied to them by the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996. I am glad to
be joined by my colleagues Senators
GRAHAM, KENNEDY, DURBIN, FEINSTEIN,
WELLSTONE, and LEAHY.

The provisions of the 1996 law con-
cerning legal immigrants were based
on the false premise that such immi-
grants are a burden to us all. On the
contrary. A recent comprehensive
study by the National Academy of
Sciences concluded that immigration
actually benefits the U.S. economy. In
fact, the study found that the average
legal immigrant contributes $1,800
more in taxes than he or she receives
in government benefits.

Many Americans may not realize
this, but legal immigrants pay income
and payroll taxes. And without contin-
ued legal immigration, the long-term
financial condition of Social Security
and Medicare would be worsened. It is
in our interest to see that these immi-
grant families have healthy children,
enough to eat, and support if they be-
come disabled. And it is not merely
wise, it is just. These immigrants have
come here under the rules we have es-
tablished and they have abided by
those rules. If harm should befall them,
it is right to extend a hand.

The Fairness for Legal Immigrants
Act contains several provisions. First,
it would permit states to provide Med-
icaid coverage to poor legal immigrant
pregnant women and children, as well
as coverage under the new Child Health
insurance program (CHIP) for legal im-
migrant children, whenever they arrive
in the United States. Under current
law, states are not allowed to extend
such health care coverage—which is so
important for the development of
healthy children—to families who have
come to the U.S. after August 22, 1996,
until the families have been here for
five years. Five years is a very long
time in the life of a child. It is common
knowledge, emphasized by recent re-
search, that access to health care is es-
sential for early childhood develop-
ment. We should, at a minimum, per-
mit states to extend coverage to all
poor legal immigrant children, no mat-
ter when they have arrived here. This
builds upon our recent achievements in
promoting health care for children—

legal immigrant children should not be
neglected in these efforts.

The bill also permits states to re-
store Medicaid coverage to certain
legal immigrants in nursing homes.
These individuals would be eligible for
states’ ‘‘medically needy’’ Medicaid
coverage if they were citizens, having
‘‘spent down’’ their income and assets
in nursing homes to the point of des-
titution. Several states continue to
pay nursing homes for these frail sen-
iors without federal support. We should
do our share to care for them.

Next, the bill restores Supplemental
Security Income (SSI) eligibility for
legal immigrants who have come to the
U.S. after August 22, 1996, and have
since then, unfortunately, become dis-
abled. While it would be preferable to
restore full SSI eligibility for these
legal immigrants, at this time we pro-
pose only that the disabled be again el-
igible for SSI, because they are the
population most in need. A modicum of
a safety net. We have made great
strides in assisting the disabled in this
country in recent years. We should not
then, deliberately, refuse aid to indi-
viduals who have come to our nation
lawfully and then suffered a disability.
The bill also completes the process,
begun in the Balanced Budget Act of
1997, of restoring SSI eligibility to el-
derly pre-1996 legal immigrants.

Fourth, since the 1996 welfare law
was enacted we have been successful in
restoring a limited amount of food
stamp eligibility for the most vulner-
able legal immigrants—children, the
disabled, the elderly. A Physicians for
Human Rights survey in 1998 found
that almost 80 percent of immigrant
households suffered from limited or un-
certain availability of nutritious foods,
and that immigrant households re-
ported ‘‘severe hunger’’ at a rate more
than 10 times that of the general popu-
lation. While this survey was con-
ducted before the limited restoration
of food stamp eligibility in 1998, it sug-
gests the magnitude of the hunger
problem among legal immigrants. We
need to do more, and this bill restores
food stamp eligibility to all legal im-
migrants who were in the U.S. prior to
the 1996 enactment of the welfare law.

Finally, there is another vulnerable
immigrant population for which we
need to do more: victims of domestic
violence. The 1996 welfare law put se-
vere limits on the assistance which can
be provided to non-citizens suffering
from domestic abuse, particularly if
they came to the U.S. after August 22,
1996. This legislation will expand the
circumstances under which immigrant
victims of domestic violence are eligi-
ble for Medicaid and TANF assistance,
and restores eligibility for food stamps
and SSI. These programs provide essen-
tial resources to break the economic
dependence on a violent relationship. It
also ensures that elderly legal immi-
grants who are abused by their chil-
dren can obtain access to these benefits
as well.

Mr. President, simple decency re-
quires us to continue to provide a
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measure of a safety net to legal immi-
grant families. I urge the enactment of
this legislation to ensure that we do so.

I ask unanimous consent that the
full text of the legislation and a sum-
mary of it be included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 792
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fairness for
Legal Immigrants Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN

ALIEN PREGNANT WOMEN AND
CHILDREN FOR MEDICAID.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title IV of
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1611-1614) is amended by adding at the end
the following:
‘‘SEC. 405. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN

ALIENS FOR MEDICAID.
‘‘(a) OPTIONAL MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY FOR

CERTAIN ALIENS.—A State may elect to
waive (through an amendment to its State
plan under title XIX of the Social Security
Act) the application of sections 401(a), 402(b),
403, and 421 with respect to eligibility for
medical assistance under the program de-
fined in section 402(b)(3)(C) (relating to the
medicaid program) of aliens who are lawfully
residing in the United States (including bat-
tered aliens described in section 431(c)),
within any or all (or any combination) of the
following categories of individuals:

‘‘(1) PREGNANT WOMEN.—Women during
pregnancy (and during the 60-day period be-
ginning on the last day of the pregnancy).

‘‘(2) CHILDREN.—Children (as defined under
such plan), including optional targeted low-
income children described in section
1905(u)(2)(B).’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF AFFIDAVITS OF SUP-
PORT.—Section 213A(a) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1183a(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) INAPPLICABILITY TO BENEFITS PROVIDED
UNDER A STATE WAIVER.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘means-tested public bene-
fits’ does not include benefits provided pur-
suant to a State election and waiver de-
scribed in section 405 of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 401(a) of the Personal Responsi-

bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1611(a)) is amended by
inserting ‘‘and section 405’’ after ‘‘subsection
(b)’’.

(2) Section 402(b)(1) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(b)(1)) is
amended by inserting ‘‘, section 405,’’ after
‘‘403’’.

(3) Section 403(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C.
1613(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘section 405
and’’ after ‘‘provided in’’.

(4) Section 421(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C.
1631(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘except as
provided in section 405,’’ after ‘‘Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,’’.

(5) Section 1903(v)(1) of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(v)(1)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and except as permitted under a
waiver described in section 405(a) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996,’’ after ‘‘paragraph
(2),’’.

(d) RETROACTIVITY OF EFFECTIVE DATE.—
The amendments made by this section shall
take effect as if included in the enactment of

title IV of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1611 et seq.), except that the amend-
ment made by subsection (b) shall apply as if
included in the enactment of section 551(a) of
the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (division C
of Public Law 104–208).
SEC. 3. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF IMMIGRANT

CHILDREN FOR SCHIP.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 405 of the Per-

sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, as added by sec-
tion 2(a), is amended—

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘AND
SCHIP’’ before the period; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(b) OPTIONAL SCHIP ELIGIBILITY FOR CER-
TAIN ALIENS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
a State may also elect to waive the applica-
tion of sections 401(a), 402(b), 403, and 421
with respect to eligibility of children for
child health assistance under the State child
health plan of the State under title XXI of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa et
seq.), but only with respect to children who
are lawfully residing in the United States
(including children who are battered aliens
described in section 431(c)).

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT FOR ELECTION.—A waiver
under this subsection may only be in effect
for a period in which the State has in effect
an election under subsection (a) with respect
to the category of individuals described in
subsection (a)(2) (relating to children).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) applies to child
health assistance for coverage provided for
periods beginning on or after October 1, 1997.
SEC. 4. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN

MEDICALLY NEEDY ALIENS FOR
MEDICAID.

(a) OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN
ALIENS WHO ARE BLIND OR DISABLED MEDI-
CALLY NEEDY ADMITTED AFTER AUGUST 22,
1996.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 405(a) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, as added by sec-
tion 2(a), is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(3) CERTAIN BLIND OR DISABLED MEDICALLY
NEEDY.—Individuals who are considered blind
or disabled under section 1614(a) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a))) and who,
but for sections 401(a), 402(b) and 403 (except
as waived under this subsection), would be
eligible for medical assistance under clause
(ii)(IV) of section 1902(a)(10)(A) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)), or
would be eligible for such assistance under
any other clause of that section of that Act
because the individual, if enrolled in the pro-
gram under title XVI of the Social Security
Act, would receive supplemental security in-
come benefits or a State supplementary pay-
ment under that title.’’.

(2) RETROACTIVITY OF EFFECTIVE DATE.—
The amendment made by paragraph (1) shall
take effect as if included in the enactment of
title IV of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1611 et seq.).

(b) OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF MEDICALLY
NEEDY ALIENS REQUIRING A CERTAIN LEVEL
OF CARE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 405 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996, as added by sec-
tion 2(a) and as amended by section 3(a) and
subsection (a), is further amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY FOR MEDICALLY
NEEDY ALIENS REQUIRING A CERTAIN LEVEL
OF CARE.—A State may also elect to waive
the application of sections 401(a), 402(b), and

421 with respect to eligibility for medical as-
sistance under the program defined in sec-
tion 402(b)(3)(C) (relating to the medicaid
program) of aliens who—

‘‘(1) were lawfully residing in the United
States on August 22, 1996; and

‘‘(2) are residents of a nursing facility (as
defined in section 1919(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r(a)), or require the
level of care provided in a such a facility or
in an intermediate care facility, the cost of
which could be reimbursed under the State
plan under title XIX of that Act.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if
included in the enactment of title IV of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1611 et seq.).

SEC. 5. ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN ALIENS FOR SSI.

(a) AGED ALIENS LAWFULLY RESIDING IN
THE UNITED STATES ON AUGUST 22, 1996.—Sec-
tion 402(a)(2) of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

‘‘(L) SSI EXCEPTION FOR AGED ALIENS LAW-
FULLY RESIDING IN THE UNITED STATES ON AU-
GUST 22, 1996.—With respect to eligibility for
the program defined in paragraph (3)(A),
paragraph (1) shall not apply to any indi-
vidual who was lawfully residing in the
United States on August 22, 1996, and has at-
tained age 65.’’.

(b) BLIND OR DISABLED QUALIFIED ALIENS
WHO ENTERED THE UNITED STATES AFTER AU-
GUST 22, 1996.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(2) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(M) SSI EXCEPTION FOR BLIND OR DISABLED
QUALIFIED ALIENS WHO ENTERED THE UNITED
STATES AFTER AUGUST 22, 1996.—With respect
to eligibility for the program defined in
paragraph (3)(A), paragraph (1) and section
421 shall not apply to any individual who en-
tered the United States on or after August
22, 1996 with a status within the meaning of
the term ‘qualified alien’, and became blind
or disabled (within the meaning of section
1614(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1382c(a))) after the date of such entry.’’.

(2) EXCEPTION FROM 5-YEAR BAN.—Section
403(b) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1613(b)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(3) CERTAIN BLIND OR DISABLED ALIENS.—
An alien described in section 402(a)(2)(M),
but only with respect to the programs speci-
fied in subsections (a)(3)(A) and (b)(3)(C) of
section 402 (and, with respect to such pro-
grams, section 421 shall not apply to such an
alien).’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
421(a) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1631(a)), as amended by section
2(c)(4), is amended by inserting ‘‘, section
402(a)(2)(M), and section 403(b)(3)’’ after sec-
tion ‘‘405’’.

(4) ENFORCEMENT OF AFFIDAVITS OF SUP-
PORT.—For provisions relating to the en-
forcement of affidavits of support in cases of
individuals made eligible for benefits under
the amendment made by paragraph (1), see
section 213A of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act (8 U.S.C. 1183a).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) are effective
with respect to benefits payable for months
after the month in which this Act is enacted,
but only on the basis of applications filed on
or after the date of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 6. ELIGIBILITY OF LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FOR

FOOD STAMPS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(2) of the

Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1612(a)(2)), as amended by section 5(b)(1), is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(N) FOOD STAMP EXCEPTION FOR ALIENS
LAWFULLY RESIDING IN THE UNITED STATES ON
AUGUST 22, 1996.—With respect to eligibility
for benefits for the specified Federal pro-
gram described in paragraph (3)(B), para-
graph (1) shall not apply to an individual
who was lawfully residing in the United
States on August 22, 1996.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) applies to benefits
under the food stamp program, as defined in
section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2012(h)) for months beginning at least
30 days after the date of enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 7. ELIGIBILITY OF LEGAL IMMIGRANTS SUF-

FERING FROM DOMESTIC ABUSE.
(a) EXEMPTION FROM SSI AND FOOD STAMPS

BAN.—Section 402(a)(2) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)), as
amended by section 6(a), is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(O) BATTERED IMMIGRANTS.—With respect
to eligibility for benefits for a specified Fed-
eral program (as defined in paragraph (3)),
paragraph (1) shall not apply to any indi-
vidual described in section 431(c).’’.

(b) EXEMPTION FROM 5-YEAR BAN.—Section
403(b) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(8 U.S.C. 1613(b)), as amended by section
5(b)(2), is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(4) BATTERED IMMIGRANTS.—An alien de-
scribed in section 431(c).’’.

(c) EXPANSION OF DEFINITION OF BATTERED
IMMIGRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 431(c) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1641(c)) is
amended—

(A) in paragraphs (1)(A), (2)(A), and (3)(A)
by inserting ‘‘ or the benefits to be provided
would alleviate the harm from such battery
or cruelty or would enable the alien to avoid
such battery or cruelty in the future’’ before
the semicolon; and

(B) in the matter following paragraph (3),
by inserting ‘‘ and for determining whether
the benefits to be provided under a specific
Federal, State, or local program would al-
leviate the harm from such battery or ex-
treme cruelty or would enable the alien to
avoid such battery or extreme cruelty in the
future’’ before the period.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT REGARDING
SPONSOR DEEMING.—Section 421(f)(1) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1631(f)(1)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or
would alleviate the harm from such battery
or cruelty, or would enable the alien to avoid
such battery or cruelty in the future’’ before
the semicolon; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘or
would alleviate the harm from such battery
or cruelty, or would enable the alien to avoid
such battery or cruelty in the future’’ before
the period.

(d) CONFORMING DEFINITION OF ‘‘FAMILY’’
USED IN LAWS GRANTING FEDERAL PUBLIC
BENEFIT ACCESS FOR BATTERED IMMIGRANTS
TO STATE FAMILY LAW.—Section 431(c) of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C.
1641(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘by a
spouse or a parent, or by a member of the
spouse or parent’s family residing in the

same household as the alien and the spouse
or parent consented to, or acquiesced in,
such battery or cruelty,’’ and inserting ‘‘by a
spouse, parent, son, or daughter, or by any
individual having a relationship with the
alien covered by the civil or criminal domes-
tic violence statutes of the State or Indian
country where the alien resides, or the State
or Indian country in which the alien, the
alien’s child, or the alien child’s parents re-
ceived a protection order, or by any indi-
vidual against whom the alien could obtain a
protection order,’’; and

(2) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘by a
spouse or parent of the alien (without the ac-
tive participation of the alien in the battery
or cruelty), or by a member of the spouse or
parent’s family residing in the same house-
hold as the alien and the spouse or parent
consented or acquiesced to such battery or
cruelty,’’ and inserting ‘‘by a spouse, parent,
son, or daughter of the alien (without the ac-
tive participation of alien in the battery or
cruelty) or by any individual having a rela-
tionship with the alien covered by the civil
or criminal domestic violence statutes of the
State or Indian county where the alien re-
sides, or the State or Indian country in
which the alien, the alien’s child, or the
alien child’s parent received a protection
order, or by any individual against whom the
alien could obtain a protection order,’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section apply to Federal
means-tested public benefits provided on or
after the date of enactment of this Act.

FAIRNESS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS ACT OF 1999
I. HEALTH COVERAGE

Medicaid
Permits states to cover all eligible legal

immigrant pregnant women and children, in-
cluding those who have arrived in the U.S.
after August 22, 1996. (Currently, states must
wait five years before extending such cov-
erage to legal immigrants coming to the U.S.
since August 22, 1996.)

Permits states to extend coverage to cer-
tain ‘‘medically needy’’ disabled legal immi-
grants not receiving SSI.
Children’s Health Insurance Program (CHIP)

Permits states to cover legal immigrant
children under CHIP. States can cover CHIP
children under either the expanded Medicaid
option or separate CHIP program. However,
to choose this CHIP option states must have
first taken up the option to cover poor legal
immigrant children under the regular (non-
CHIP) Medicaid program. Under current law,
legal immigrant children are ineligible for
CHIP.

II. SSI

For pre-August 1996 legal immigrants, re-
stores SSI eligibility for those who are elder-
ly and poor but not disabled by SSI stand-
ards. This returns pre-August 1996 elderly
legal immigrants to the same SSI eligibility
status as citizens.

For post-August 1996 legal immigrants, re-
stores SSI eligibility for those who become
disabled after entering the country. Cur-
rently, such recent immigrants are ineligible
for SSI.

III. FOOD STAMPS

Restores eligibility for all pre-August 1996
legal immigrants.

IV. OTHER PROVISIONS

For post-August 1996 legal immigrants suf-
fering from domestic abuse, expands the ex-
emption from the five-year ban on receiving
Medicaid and TANF. It also restores their
eligibility for SSI and food stamps. Victims
of elder abuse are also covered.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today, along with Senators MOYNIHAN,

KENNEDY, DURBIN, FEINSTEIN,
WELLSTONE, and LEAHY to introduce
the Fairness to Legal Immigrants Act
of 1999. I commend my colleagues in
the Senate and the House of Represent-
atives, who are also introducing this
legislation today, for their efforts to
restore benefits to legal immigrants.

This legislation includes several pro-
visions which restore important
health, disability and nutrition bene-
fits to additional categories of legal
immigrants. These benefits would im-
prove the lives of many of our most
vulnerable, such as pregnant women
and children, the elderly and the dis-
abled.

One of the provisions in this proposal
would grant states the option to pro-
vide health care coverage to legal im-
migrant children through Medicaid and
the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program (SCHIP)—in essence elimi-
nating the arbitrary designation of Au-
gust 22, 1996, as the cutoff date for ben-
efits eligibility to children. The wel-
fare reform legislation passed in 1996
prohibits states from covering these
immigrant children during their first
five years in the United States. This
has serious consequences.

Children without health insurance do
not get important care for preventable
diseases. Many uninsured children are
hospitalized for acute asthma attacks
that could have been prevented, or suf-
fer from permanent hearing loss from
untreated ear infections. Without ade-
quate health care, common illnesses
can turn into life-long crippling dis-
eases, whereas appropriate treatment
and care can help children with dis-
eases like diabetes live relatively nor-
mal lives. A lack of adequate medical
care will also hinder the social and
educational development of children,
as children who are sick and left un-
treated are less ready to learn.

In addition to allowing extended cov-
erage of legal immigrant children, this
initiative aims to provide Medicaid to
pregnant women and disabled immi-
grants regardless of whether they par-
ticipate in Social Security’s Supple-
mental Security Income program.
States would also become eligible for
reimbursement of costs associated with
providing institutional care for some
elderly and disabled immigrants.

Another important issue addressed
by this legislation is the exemption al-
lowing legal immigrants who are vic-
tims of domestic abuse to receive as-
sistance. At present, victims of domes-
tic violence are restricted from receiv-
ing benefits during their first five
years in the United States. These indi-
viduals are most vulnerable and should
not be subjected to staying in a bad sit-
uation due to lack of resources.

In this legislation we attempt to di-
minish the arbitrary cutoff date used
in the 1996 welfare law to determine
the eligibility of legal immigrants to
benefits they desperately need. Our na-
tion was built by people who came to
our shores seeking opportunity and a
better life, and America has greatly
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benefitted from the talent, resourceful-
ness, determination, and work ethic of
many generations of legal immigrants.
Time and time again, they have re-
stored our faith in the American
Dream. We should not discriminate be-
tween these important members of our
community based on nothing more
than an arbitrary date.

I hope that with the help of my col-
leagues in Congress we will be able to
rectify the discrimination suffered by
individuals who have legally entered
our country, who pay taxes, who serve
in the military, and who add to the fab-
ric of this nation. As our nation enters
what promises to be a dynamic cen-
tury, the United States needs a pru-
dent, fair immigration policy to ensure
that avenues of refuge and opportunity
remain open for those seeking freedom,
justice, and a better life.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
proud to join Senator MOYNIHAN as an
original cosponsor of the Fairness for
Legal Immigrants Act of 1999. This bill
takes the next, important step toward
restoring benefits to legal immigrants.

Legal immigrants are people in our
communities who are in this country
legally. They pay taxes and they con-
tribute to our economy and society.
Many of our parents, or grandparents,
were legal immigrants themselves. The
1996 welfare reform law forced this
group to lose their eligibility for var-
ious programs, including food stamps,
Medicaid and SSI. More than 900,000
legal immigrants—including hundreds
of thousands of children and elderly in-
dividuals—were cut from the Food
Stamp Program alone, with nothing to
abate their hunger.

In the years since the passage of the
welfare reform act, Congress has cor-
rectly realized that many of the cuts
went too far, and slowly benefits are
being restored. For instance, the 1997
Balanced Budget Act restored SSI and
Medicaid benefits to a narrow class of
immigrants, refugees and asylees.

Last Congress, I worked hard to in-
clude $818 million in the Agricultural
Research, Extension, and Education
Reauthorization Act to restore food
stamp benefits for thousands of legal
immigrants. This legislation restored
food stamps to legal immigrants who
are disabled or elderly, or who later be-
come disabled, and who resided in the
United States prior to August 22, 1996.
That law also increased food stamp eli-
gibility time limits—from 5 years to 7
years—for refugees and asylees who
came to this country to avoid persecu-
tion. Hmong refugees who aided U.S.
military efforts in Southeast Asia were
also covered, as were children residing
in the United States prior to August 22,
1996.

Though the Agriculture Research Act
restored food stamp eligibility to chil-
dren of legal immigrants, many of
these children are not receiving food
stamps and are experiencing alarming
instances of hunger. In its recent re-
port entitled ‘‘Who is Leaving the Food
Stamp Program? An Analysis of Case-

load Changes from 1994 to 1997,’’ the
U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
ported that participation among chil-
dren living with parents who are legal
immigrants fell significantly faster
than children living with native-born
parents. It appears that restrictions on
adult legal immigrants deterred the
participation of their children. That is
a disturbing development that must be
rectified, and the legislation we are in-
troducing today would go a long way
toward making the situation right by
restoring food stamp eligibility to all
legal immigrants.

The Fairness for Legal Immigrants
Act of 1999 would also address the med-
ical needs of legal immigrants. This
bill will permit states to offer Medicaid
coverage to all eligible legal immi-
grant pregnant women and children, as
well as certain ‘‘medically needy’’ dis-
abled legal immigrants. This legisla-
tion would also restore SSI eligibility
to elderly and poor legal immigrants
who were in this country prior to pas-
sage of the welfare reform law.

Under current law, legal immigrants
who suffer from domestic or elder
abuse must wait 5 years to receive
Medicaid, TANF, SSI and food stamp
benefits if they entered the United
States after August 1996. The Fairness
for Legal Immigrants Act of 1999 would
amend this law so that these victims
would not have to wait to receive as-
sistance.

I am proud to cosponsor the Fairness
for Legal Immigrants Act of 1999. It is
a needed bill that will help fill some of
the continuing gaps left by the welfare
reform law. I look forward to working
with Senator MOYNIHAN and all mem-
bers of the Senate to restore Medicaid,
SSI, and food stamp benefits to legal
immigrants in need.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
HOLLINGS, Mr. FRIST, Mr.
BURNS, and Mr. BREAUX):

S. 795. A bill to amend the Fastener
Quality Act to strengthen the protec-
tion against the sale of mismarked,
misrepresented, and counterfeit fas-
teners and eliminate unnecessary re-
quirements, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.
THE FASTENER QUALITY ACT AMENDMENTS ACT

OF 1999

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce the Fastener Quality Act
Amendments Act of 1999. This bill rep-
resents major revisions to the original
Fastener Quality Act as passed in 1990.

Every year billions of special high-
strength bolts, screws, and other fas-
teners are sold in the United States
which carry grade identification mark-
ings. The markings indicate that the
fasteners conform to specifications set
by consensus standards organizations.
These grade-marked fasteners are used
in critical applications like aircraft,
automobiles, and highway bridges
where failure of a fastener could jeop-
ardize public safety.

In 1998, the Congress passed legisla-
tion (P.L. 105–234) delaying implemen-

tation of the Fastener Quality Act to
allow the Secretary of Commerce to
conduct a review of changes in fastener
manufacturing processes and the exist-
ence of other regulatory programs cov-
ering fasteners. The review was sub-
mitted to the Congress on February 24,
1999, in coordination with several other
Federal agencies which have public
safety responsibilities including the
Defense Industrial Supply Center, the
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration, the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

This bill reflects the findings and rec-
ommendations of that report. The bill’s
content further represents discussions
between both the Senate Commerce
Committee and the House Science
Committee, the Department of Com-
merce, and private industry represent-
atives. Mr. President, let me note that
if these revisions to the Fastener Qual-
ity Act are not implemented into law
by June 24 of this year, the Secretary
of Commerce will have no other choice
but to implement the Act as originally
passed in 1990. Therefore, several of the
nation’s key industries may be brought
to a halt due to lack of certified fas-
teners. The impact of such a slow down
would be disastrous both economically
and in terms of continuous flow of
products and services to maintain our
current way of life.

The bill defines fasteners as ‘‘a me-
tallic screw, nut, bolt, or stud having
internal or external threads, with a
nominal diameter of one-fourth inch or
greater, or a load-indicating washer,
that is through-hardened or rep-
resented as meeting through-hard-
ening, and that is grade identification
marked or represented as meeting a
consensus standard that requires grade
identification marking.’’ This defini-
tion substantially reduces the scope of
covered fasteners under the Act.

The bill also establishes a hotline in
which the public may notify the De-
partment of Commerce of alleged viola-
tions of the Fastener Quality Act. It
requires record keeping for a period of
five years, instead of the previous ten
years, via both traditional and elec-
tronic means.

To address current inventory con-
cerns, the Act will be applicable only
to fasteners fabricated 180 days after
the enactment of this bill.

Furthermore, in cases of fasteners
manufactured to a consensus standard
or standards that require end-of-line
testing, the testing is to be performed
by an accredited laboratory. This ac-
credited laboratory requirement shall
not take effect until two years after
enactment of this Act.

Therefore, I, along with my co-spon-
sors, urge the members of this body to
support this bill and to provide the
needed legislation which will allow sev-
eral key industries in this country con-
tinuous operation in a safe and respon-
sible manner.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. CHAFEE,



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3702 April 14, 1999
Mr. SPECTER, Mr. REID, Mr.
SARBANES, and Mr. KENNEDY):

S. 796. A bill to provide for full parity
with respect to health insurance cov-
erage for certain severe biologically-
based mental illnesses and to prohibit
limits on the number of mental illness-
related hospital days and outpatient
visits that are covered for all mental
illnesses; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.

MENTAL HEALTH EQUITABLE TREATMENT ACT
OF 1999

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, today
I rise with great pleasure to introduce
the Mental Health Equitable Treat-
ment Act of 1999. I also thank Senator
WELLSTONE, my cosponsor, and the
other Senators who have already joined
me in an effort to make this case. This
will say to the insurance companies
and the businesses of America, unless
they have 25 or fewer employees, their
insurance coverage of their employees
and their employees’ families, if there
is going to be mental illness or mental
disease coverage, they will have to, as
to severe illnesses, have coverage with
full parity. As to other mental ill-
nesses, they will have to stop trying to
get around the parity law by cutting
some of the copays and the like. This
will prohibit that.

Essentially, we are going to take a
piece of America that is currently dis-
criminated against in health care be-
cause those Americans do not have a
disease that is a disease of the heart
but have a disease of the brain. We now
can define it sufficiently that there is
no reason to cover one and not the
other, and in the process we will stop
discriminating against about 10 million
American families.

Mr. President, I rise today with great
pleasure and excitement to introduce
the Mental Health Equitable Treat-
ment Act of 1999. I would also like to
thank Senator WELLSTONE for once
again joining me to cosponsor this im-
portant piece of legislation.

The human brain is the organ of the
mind and just like the other organs of
our body, it is subject to illness. And
just as illnesses to our other organs re-
quire treatment, so too do illnesses of
the brain.

Medical science is in an era where we
can accurately diagnose mental ill-
nesses and treat those afflicted so they
can be productive. I would ask then,
why with this evidence would we not
cover these individuals and treat their
illnesses like any other disease?

We should not. So, I would submit
there should not be a difference in the
coverage provided by insurance compa-
nies for mental health benefits and
medical benefits.

The introduction of this bill marks a
historic opportunity for us to take the
next step toward mental health parity.
As my colleagues know, this is an issue
I have a long involvement with and I
would like to begin with a few observa-
tions.

I believe that we have made great
strides in providing parity for the cov-

erage of mental illness. However, men-
tal illness continues to exact a heavy
toll on many, many lives.

Even though we know so much more
about mental illness, it can still bring
devastating consequences to those it
touches; their families, their friends,
and their loved ones. These individuals
and families not only deal with the so-
cietal prejudices and suspicions hang-
ing on from the past, but they also
must contend with unequal insurance
coverage.

I would submit the Mental Health
Parity Act of 1996 is a good first start,
but the act is also not working. While
there may be adherence to the letter of
the law, there are certainly violations
of the spirit of the law. For instance,
ways are being found around the law by
placing limits on the number of cov-
ered hospital days and outpatient vis-
its.

That is why I believe it is time for a
change.

Some will immediately say we can-
not afford it or that inclusion of this
treatment will cost too much. But, I
would first direct them to the results
of the Mental Health Parity Act of
1996. That law contains a provision al-
lowing companies to no longer comply
if their costs increase by more than 1
percent.

And do you know how many compa-
nies have opted out because their costs
have increased by more than 1 percent?
Only four companies out of all the
companies throughout the country.

Mr. President, with that in mind I
would like to share a couple of facts
about mental illness with my col-
leagues:

Within the developed world, includ-
ing the United States, 4 of the 10 lead-
ing causes of disability for individuals
over the age of 5 are mental disorders.

In the order of prevalence the dis-
orders are major depression, schizo-
phrenia, bipolar disorder, and obsessive
compulsive disorder.

Disability always has a cost and the
direct cost to the United States per
year for respiratory disease is $99 bil-
lion, cardiovascular disease is $160 bil-
lion, and finally $148 billion for mental
illness.

One in every five people—more than
40 million adults—in this Nation will
be afflicted by some type of mental ill-
ness.

Nearly 7.5 million children and ado-
lescents, or 12 percent, suffer from one
or more mental disorders.

Schizophrenia alone is 50 times more
common than cystic fibrosis, 60 times
more common than muscular dys-
trophy and will strike between 2 and 3
million Americans.

Let us also look at the efficacy of
treatment for individuals suffering
from certain mental illnesses, espe-
cially when compared with the success
rates of treatments for other physical
ailments. For a long time, many who
are in this field—especially on the in-
surance side—have behaved as if you
get far better results for angioplasty

then you do for treatments for bipolar
illness.

Treatment for bipolar disorders—this
is, those disorders characterized by ex-
treme lows and extreme highs—have an
80-percent success rate if you get treat-
ment, both medicine and care. Schizo-
phrenia, the most dreaded of mental
illnesses, has a 60-percent success rate
in the United States today if treated
properly. Major depression has a 65-per-
cent success rate.

Let’s compare those success rates to
several important surgical procedures
that everybody thinks we ought to be
doing: Angioplasty has a 41-percent
success rate; atherectomy has a 52-per-
cent success rate.

I would now like to take a minute to
discuss the Mental Health Equitable
Treatment Act of 1999. The bill seeks a
very simple goal: (1) provide full parity
for severe biologically based mental ill-
nesses; (2) prohibit limits on the num-
ber of covered hospital days and out-
patient visits; and (3) eliminate the
Mental Health Parity Act’s sunset pro-
vision.

The bill would provide full parity for
the following mental illnesses: schizo-
phrenia, bipolar disorder, major depres-
sion, obsessive compulsive and severe
panic disorders, posttraumatic stress
disorder, autism, and other severe and
disability mental disorders.

Like the Mental Health Parity Act of
1996, the bill does not require a health
plan to provide coverage for alcohol
and substance abuse benefits. More-
over, the bill does not mandate the
coverage of mental health benefits,
rather the bill only applies if the plan
already provides coverage for mental
health benefits.

In conclusion, the bill expands full
parity to those suffering from a severe
biologically based mental illness and it
closes a loophole in the Mental Health
Parity Act of 1996 by prohibiting limits
on the number of covered hospital days
and outpatient visits and I would urge
my colleagues to support this impor-
tant piece of legislation.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and addi-
tional material be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 796

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mental
Health Equitable Treatment Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE EMPLOYEE RE-

TIREMENT INCOME SECURITY ACT
OF 1974.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 712 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1185a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(3) HOSPITAL DAY AND OUTPATIENT VISIT
LIMITS.—In the case of a group health plan
(or health insurance coverage offered in con-
nection with such a plan) that provides both
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medical and surgical benefits and mental
health benefits—

‘‘(A) NO INPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan or
coverage does not include a limit on the
number of days of coverage provided for in-
patient hospital stays in connection with
covered medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may not impose any limit
on inpatient hospital stays for mental health
benefits.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN INPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan
or coverage includes a limit on the number
of days of coverage provided for inpatient
hospital stays in connection with certain
covered medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may impose comparable
limits on inpatient hospital stays for mental
health benefits.

‘‘(C) NO OUTPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan or
coverage does not include a limit on the
number of outpatient visits in connection
with covered medical and surgical benefits,
the plan or coverage may not impose any
limit on the number of outpatient visits for
mental health benefits.

‘‘(D) CERTAIN OUTPATIENT LIMITS.—If the
plan or coverage includes a limit on the
number of outpatient visits in connection
with certain covered medical and surgical
benefits, the plan or coverage may impose
comparable limits on the number of out-
patient visits for mental health benefits.

‘‘(4) SEVERE MENTAL ILLNESS.—In the case
of a group health plan (or health insurance
coverage offered in connection with such a
plan) that provides medical and surgical ben-
efits and mental health benefits, such plan
or coverage shall not impose any limitations
on the coverage of benefits for severe bio-
logically-based mental illnesses unless com-
parable limitations are imposed on medical
and surgical benefits.’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed—
‘‘(A) as requiring a group health plan (or

health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with such a plan) to provide any mental
health benefits; or

‘‘(B) in the case of a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with such a plan) that provides mental
health benefits, as affecting the terms and
conditions (including cost sharing and re-
quirements relating to medical necessity) re-
lating to the amount, duration, or scope of
mental health benefits under the plan or cov-
erage, except as specifically provided in sub-
section (a) (in regard to parity in the imposi-
tion of aggregate lifetime limits and annual
limits and limits on inpatient stays or out-
patient visits for mental health benefits).

‘‘(2) CARE, TREATMENT, AND DELIVERY OF
SERVICES.—Nothing in this subpart shall be
construed to prohibit the provision of care or
treatment, or delivery of services, relating
to mental health services, by qualified
health professionals within their scope of
practice as licensed or certified by the appro-
priate State or jurisdiction.’’;

(3) in subsection (c)—
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and
(B) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking subparagraphs (A) and (B)

and inserting the following:
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not

apply to any group health plan (and group
health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with a group health plan) for any plan
year of any employer who employed an aver-
age of at least 2 but not more than 25 em-
ployees on business days during the pre-
ceding calendar year.’’;

(ii) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(C) as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively,
and realigning the margins accordingly; and

(iii) in paragraph (2) (as so redesignated),
by redesignating clauses (i) through (iii) as
subparagraphs (A) through (C), respectively;

(4) in subsection (e), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(5) SEVERE BIOLOGICALLY-BASED MENTAL
ILLNESS.—The term ‘severe biologically-
based mental illness’ means an illness that
medical science in conjunction with the Di-
agnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders (DSM IV) affirms as biologically
based and severe, including schizophrenia,
bipolar disorder, major depression, obsessive
compulsive and panic disorders,
posttraumatic stress disorder, autism, and
other severe and disabling mental disorders
such as anorexia nervosa and attention-def-
icit/hyper activity disorder.’’; and

(5) by striking subsection (f).
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect
to plan years beginning on or after January
1, 2000.
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO THE PUBLIC HEALTH

SERVICE ACT RELATING TO THE
GROUP MARKET.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2705 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300gg-5) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(3) HOSPITAL DAY AND OUTPATIENT VISIT
LIMITS.—In the case of a group health plan
(or health insurance coverage offered in con-
nection with such a plan) that provides both
medical and surgical benefits and mental
health benefits—

‘‘(A) NO INPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan or
coverage does not include a limit on the
number of days of coverage provided for in-
patient hospital stays in connection with
covered medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may not impose any limit
on inpatient hospital stays for mental health
benefits.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN INPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan
or coverage includes a limit on the number
of days of coverage provided for inpatient
hospital stays in connection with certain
covered medical and surgical benefits, the
plan or coverage may impose comparable
limits on inpatient hospital stays for mental
health benefits.

‘‘(C) NO OUTPATIENT LIMITS.—If the plan or
coverage does not include a limit on the
number of outpatient visits in connection
with covered medical and surgical benefits,
the plan or coverage may not impose any
limit on the number of outpatient visits for
mental health benefits.

‘‘(D) CERTAIN OUTPATIENT LIMITS.—If the
plan or coverage includes a limit on the
number of outpatient visits in connection
with certain covered medical and surgical
benefits, the plan or coverage may impose
comparable limits on the number of out-
patient visits for mental health benefits.

‘‘(4) SEVERE MENTAL ILLNESS.—In the case
of a group health plan (or health insurance
coverage offered in connection with such a
plan) that provides medical and surgical ben-
efits and mental health benefits, such plan
or coverage shall not impose any limitations
on the coverage of benefits for severe bio-
logically-based mental illnesses unless com-
parable limitations are imposed on medical
and surgical benefits.’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section

shall be construed—
‘‘(A) as requiring a group health plan (or

health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with such a plan) to provide any mental
health benefits; or

‘‘(B) in the case of a group health plan (or
health insurance coverage offered in connec-

tion with such a plan) that provides mental
health benefits, as affecting the terms and
conditions (including cost sharing and re-
quirements relating to medical necessity) re-
lating to the amount, duration, or scope of
mental health benefits under the plan or cov-
erage, except as specifically provided in sub-
section (a) (in regard to parity in the imposi-
tion of aggregate lifetime limits and annual
limits and limits on inpatient stays or out-
patient visits for mental health benefits).

‘‘(2) CARE, TREATMENT, AND DELIVERY OF
SERVICES.—Nothing in this part shall be con-
strued to prohibit the provision of care or
treatment, or delivery of services, relating
to mental health services, by qualified
health professionals within their scope of
practice as licensed or certified by the appro-
priate State or jurisdiction.’’;

(3) by striking subsection (c) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION.—This section shall not
apply to any group health plan (and group
health insurance coverage offered in connec-
tion with a group health plan) for any plan
year of any employer who employed an aver-
age of at least 2 but not more than 25 em-
ployees on business days during the pre-
ceding calendar year.’’;

(4) in subsection (e), by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(5) SEVERE BIOLOGICALLY-BASED MENTAL
ILLNESS.—The term ‘severe biologically-
based mental illness’ means an illness that
medical science in conjunction with the Di-
agnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders (DSM IV) affirms as biologically
based and severe, including schizophrenia,
bipolar disorder, major depression, obsessive
compulsive and panic disorders,
posttraumatic stress disorder, autism, and
other severe and disabling mental disorders
such as anorexia nervosa and attention-def-
icit/hyper activity disorder.’’; and

(5) by striking subsection (f).
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply with respect
to plan years beginning on or after January
1, 2000.
SEC. 4. PREEMPTION.

Nothing in the amendments made by this
Act shall be construed to preempt any provi-
sion of State law that provides protections
to enrollees that are greater than the protec-
tions provided under such amendments.

MENTAL HEALTH EQUITABLE TREATMENT ACT
OF 1999—SUMMARY

The Bill seeks to ensure greater parity in
the coverage of mental health benefits by
prohibiting limits on the number of covered
hospital days and outpatient visits for all
mental illnesses and providing full parity for
specified severe adult and child mental ill-
nesses.

The Bill only applies to group health plans
already providing mental health benefits.
PROHIBITION ON DAY AND VISIT LIMITS FOR ALL

MENTAL ILLNESSES

Expands the Mental Health Parity Act of
1996 (MHPA) to include parity for the num-
ber of covered hospital days and outpatient
visits for all mental illnesses.
FULL PARITY FOR SEVERE BIOLOGICALLY-BASED

MENTAL ILLNESSES

Provides full parity for the following se-
vere biologically-based mental illnesses:
schizophrenia, bipolar disorder, major de-
pression, obsessive compulsive and severe
panic disorders, post traumatic stress dis-
order, autism, and other severe and disabling
mental disorders such as, anorexia nervosa
and attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder.

The term ‘‘severe biologically-based men-
tal illness’’ means the above illnesses as de-
fined by current medical science in conjunc-
tion with the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM IV).
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REQUIREMENTS AND EXEMPTIONS

Elimination of the September 30, 2001 sun-
set provision in the MHPA.

Like the MHPA the bill does not require
plans to provide coverage for benefits relat-
ing to alcohol and drug abuse.

There is a small business exemption for
companies with 25 or fewer employees.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
today I rise to introduce the Mental
Health Equitable Treatment Act of
1999, a bit that will ensure that private
health insurance companies provide
the same level of coverage for mental
illness as they do for other diseases.
This bill will be a major step toward
ending the discrimination against peo-
ple who suffer from mental illness.

For too long, mental illness has been
stigmatized, or viewed as a character
flaw, rather than as the serious disease
that it is. A cloak of secrecy has sur-
rounded this disease, and people with
mental illness are often ashamed and
afraid to seek treatment, for fear that
they will be seen as admitting a weak-
ness in character. We have all seen por-
trayals of mentally ill people as some-
how different, as dangerous, or as
frightening. Such stereotypes only re-
inforce the biases against people with
mental illness. Can you imagine this
type of portrayal of someone who has a
cardiac problem, or who happens to
carry a gene that predisposes them to
diabetes?

Although mental health research has
well-established the biological, genetic,
and behavioral components of many of
the forms of serious mental illness, the
illness is still stigmatized as somehow
less important or serious than other
illnesses. Too often, we try to push the
problem away, deny coverage, or blame
those with the illness for having the
illness. We forget that someone with
mental illness can look just like the
person we see in the mirror, or the per-
son who is sitting next to us on a
plane. It can be our mother, or brother,
or son, or daughter. It can be one of us.
We have all known someone with a se-
rious mental illness, within our fami-
lies or our circle of friends, or in public
life. Many people have courageously
come forward to speak about their per-
sonal experiences with their illness, to
help us all understand better the ef-
fects of this illness on a person’s life,
and I commend them for their courage.

The statistics concerning mental ill-
ness, and the state of health care cov-
erage for adults and children with this
disease are startling, and disturbing.

One severe mental illness affecting
millions of Americans is major depres-
sion. The National Institute of Mental
Health, a NIH research institute, with-
in the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services, describes serious de-
pression as a critical public health
problem. More than 18 million people
in the United States will suffer from a
depressive illness this year, and many
will be unnecessarily incapacitated for
weeks or months, because their illness
goes untreated. The cost to the Nation
in 1990 was estimated to be between

$30–$44 billion. The suffering of de-
pressed people and their families is im-
measurable.

Depressive disorders are not the nor-
mal ups and downs everyone experi-
ences. They are illnesses that affect
mood, body, behavior, and mind. De-
pressive disorders interfere with indi-
vidual and family functioning. Without
treatment, the person with a depres-
sive disorder is often unable to fulfill
the responsibilities of spouse or parent,
worker or employer, friend or neighbor.

Available medications and psycho-
logical treatments, alone or in com-
bination, can help 80 percent of those
with depression. But without adequate
treatment, future episodes of depres-
sion may continue or worsen in sever-
ity. Yet, the steady decline in the qual-
ity and breadth of health care coverage
is truly disturbing.

The results of a major survey of em-
ployer-provided health plans was pub-
lished in 1998 by the Hay Group, an
independent benefits consulting firm.
The Hay Report showed a major de-
cline in benefits in the last decade:

Employer-provided mental health
benefits decreased 54%—while benefits
for general health decreased only 7%;

Even before this erosion occurred,
mental health benefits made up only
6% of total medical benefits paid by
employers. Today—that has been cut in
half—it is down to 3%;

The number of plans restricting hos-
pitalization for mental disorders in-
creased by 20%;

Descriptions of benefit limits them-
selves are misleading. Although plans
may say that they allow 30 days for
hospitalization, this is rarely approved.
In 1996, the average length of stay was
81⁄2 days, down from 17 in 1991.

In 1988, most insurance plans allowed
50 therapy sessions per years. In 1997,
the average number was 20.

A 1998 study published by Health Af-
fairs found that between 1991 and 1995,
HMO enrollees were twice as likely to
encounter limits on psychiatric visits,
and about three times as likely to have
separate, and higher, copayments than
for general medical health care.

No one, of course, expects coverage of
any illness to cost nothing. But what
we do know is that fears of spiraling
costs for mental health treatment are
unfounded. Studies from HHS that
have examined the effects of mental
health and substance abuse treatment
parity have shown that full parity for
these benefits would be just slightly
higher than current premiums. Most
reports, like the one requested by Con-
gress from the National Advisory Men-
tal Health Counsel, showed that when
mental health coverage is managed, ei-
ther moderately or tightly, that pre-
mium increases can be as low as 1%.

These costs are so low. And the cost
of NOT treating is so high—especially
when one looks at the toll that un-
treated mental illness takes on individ-
uals, families, employers, corporations,
social service systems, and criminal
justice systems. I have seen first hand

in the juvenile corrections system
what happens when mental illness is
criminalized, when youth with mental
illness are incarcerated for exhibiting
symptoms of their illness. To treat ill
people as criminals is outrageous is
outrageous and immoral. We must
make treatment for this illness as
available and as routine as treatment
for any other disease. The discrimina-
tion must stop.

Our bill includes parity for hospital
day and outpatient visits for all mental
illnesses. Additionally, for many of the
most severe adult and child mental ill-
nesses, the bill establishes full parity,
i.e., parity for copayments,
deductibles, hospital day, and out-
patient visit benefits. The bill also pro-
vides protection for non-physician pro-
viders, and for states with stronger
parity bills; it also includes a small
business exemption, and eliminates the
sunset provision and the 1% exemption
from the 1996 Mental Health Parity
Act. Covered services include inpatient
treatment; non-hospital residential
treatment; outpatient treatment, in-
cluding screening and assessment,
medication management, individual,
group and family counseling; and pre-
vention services, including health edu-
cation and individual and group coun-
seling to encourage the reduction of
risk factors for mental illness.

The Mental Health Equitable Treat-
ment Act of 1999 provides for major im-
provements in coverage for mental ill-
ness by private health insurers. It does
not require that mental health benefits
be part of a health benefits package,
but establishes a requirement for par-
ity in coverage for those plans that
offer mental health benefits. This bill
goes a long way toward our bipartisan
goal: that mental illness be treated
like any other disease in health care
coverage.

Mr. President, the Mental Health Eq-
uitable Treatment Act of 1999 is de-
signed to take a large step toward end-
ing the suffering of those with mental
illness who have been unfairly dis-
criminated against in their health cov-
erage. We must end this discrimina-
tion.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues, Senators
DOMENICI and WELLSTONE, in intro-
ducing the Mental Health Equitable
Treatment Act of 1999, and I applaud
them for their leadership on this issue.
This legislation is an important step
towards ensuring that people with
mental illness have access to the care
they need.

For too long, insurance plans have
treated patients with mental illnesses
differently than those with physical ill-
nesses. However, research has proven
the biological origins of mental illness.
It is now time to bring coverage of
mental illness into the 20th century.
There is no rational basis for excluding
or limiting coverage for such condi-
tions; doing so is patently discrimina-
tory. Enactment of the Mental Health
Parity Act in 1996, which I cosponsored,
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was the first step in correcting this dis-
parity. This legislation builds upon the
1996 law by adding some important new
protections.

In my home state of Rhode Island,
over 28,000 people are suffering from se-
vere mental illnesses such as schizo-
phrenia, bipolar disorder and major de-
pression. These disorders can be as
threatening to the health of the pa-
tient as physical illnesses, such as can-
cer or AIDS. Discriminatory coverage
restrictions or cost-sharing require-
ments—such as limits on the number of
therapy visits or disparate co-pay-
ments—place an undue hardship on
these patients at a time when they re-
quire medical care.

If left untreated, mental illnesses can
result in more serious disability or
even death. This legislation takes an-
other step in helping to prevent such
tragedies. I hope we one day will be
able to end discrimination in the cov-
erage of all mental illnesses. I urge my
colleagues to support this measure.

By Mr. ASHCROFT:
S. 797. A bill to apply the Foreign

Corrupt Practices Act of 1977 to the
International Olympic Committee; to
the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

INTERNATIONAL OLYMPIC COMMITTEE
INTEGRITY ACT OF 1999

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, for
decades Americans have watched with
awe and amazement at the invig-
orating achievements of the world’s
Olympic athletes. When Gail Devers
and Wendy Williams won Olympic med-
als, they inspired their hometown of
Bridgeton, Missouri. When Nikki
Ziegelmeyer won a speed skating
Olympic medal, her hometown of Impe-
rial Missouri cheered. And when Ray
Armstead helped win the 4 by 400 meter
relay, St. Louis was proud of its native
son.

Gail, Wendy, Nikki and Ray won
through sheer talent, toil and sweat.
They pursued Olympic fame with honor
and integrity, competed fairly, and
won with dignity. Their athletic grace
on the world stage helped spark dreams
of future Olympic glory in young peo-
ple today.

But now the Olympic torch has been
dimmed, and the five Olympic rings
have been tarnished by bribes and graft
given to secure victory at any price.
The victory pursued with moneyed
vengeance was not in athletic competi-
tion. In this scandal, the Olympic ath-
letes are the innocents, yet the scandal
tarnishes their achievement. The vil-
lains at ground zero are those who de-
cided where the games were to be
played and those who hosted or will
host the games. Such irony: Scandal
torches the competition to host the
world’s most competitive and honor-
able games.

The facts are bleak—in their at-
tempts to land the 2002 Olympics, lead-
ers of the Salt Lake City Olympic
Committee spent $4 million on gifts,
scholarships, cash payments and other

inducements for International Olympic
Committee members; allegations by
senior Olympic officials have raised
questions about payments that may
have been made to influence the selec-
tion of other Olympic cities; the Jus-
tice Department has launched a crimi-
nal investigation into payments by
Salt Lake City Olympic Officials; an
independent investigation conducted
by former Senator George Mitchell and
former White House Chief of Staff Ken
Duberstein concluded that receipt of
‘‘valuables’’ by International Olympic
Committee members has become
‘‘widespread, notorious, continuous,
unchecked and ingrained in the way
Olympic business is done.’’; and the
International Olympic Committee has
expelled six of its members for corrup-
tion.

Now that these problems have been
exposed to the world, the question is
what should be done to stop this brib-
ery from destroying the Olympic move-
ment.

Today, Senator MCCAIN took a step
in the right direction by convening a
hearing in the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee. I regret the decision by the
President of the International Olympic
Committee, Juan Antonio Samaranch,
to not attend that hearing. And I take
exception with the comments of one of
the IOC witnesses who told the Associ-
ated Press, and I quote, ‘‘What I’m
afraid is that they’re doing it for polit-
ical advantage and not for the benefit
of anybody except for themselves. They
just get on a soap box and preach their
righteousness.’’

Well, it is crystal clear to me that
Congress should, for our Olympic ath-
letes and the hometowns they rep-
resent, use soap and scrubbing and
scrutiny to clean up this mess.

Mr. President, today I am intro-
ducing legislation that is a vital step
in restoring integrity to the IOC host
city bidding process. The International
Olympic Committee Integrity Act will
expand the coverage of the Foreign
Corrupt Practices Act to include the
IOC. The FCPA prohibits U.S. busi-
nesses from offering bribes or kick-
backs to foreign officials. The U.S.
Olympic Committee has asked Presi-
dent Clinton to issue an executive
order to cover the IOC under the FCPA.
To date, the President has not done so.
My bill accomplishes what the U.S.
Olympic Committee has requested and
that is to outlaw the gifts and pay-
ments such as those that have been
made in the past to International
Olympic Committee officials.

In addition, I am keeping open the
option of removing the federal tax de-
duction that federal tax law provides
for contributions made to the Inter-
national Olympic Committee. I will re-
view the testimony of IOC witnesses
from today’s Commerce Committee
hearing before making a final decision.

In closing, Mr. President, we should
give credit where it is due. When faced
with a serious mistake that has been
made, a test of character is whether

you do the next right thing. Once the
Salt Lake City problem was discov-
ered, officials at the U.S. Olympic
Committee responded quickly. The
USOC asked for the Mitchell-
Duberstein investigation I mentioned
earlier. The USOC has implemented a
series of internal and external reforms
of procedures used to apply for hosting
the Olympic Games. The USOC has
strengthened ethics rules, and created
a compliance officer to monitor U.S.
bid cities. And, in the future, all hono-
raria received by committee members
must be forfeited to the group’s chief
financial officer.

We have much more to do in order to
restore confidence and dignity to the
Olympics. I urge my colleagues to join
me in support of the International
Olympic Committee Integrity Act. We
owe it to Gail Devers, Wendy Williams,
Nikki Ziegelmeyer, Ray Armstead and
all future Olympic athletes.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LEAHY,
Mr. ABRAHAM, and Mr. KERRY):

S. 798. A bill to promote electronic
commerce by encouraging and facili-
tating the use of encryption in inter-
state commerce consistent with the
protection of national security, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

INTRODUCTION OF THE ‘‘PROTECT’’ ACT

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, as the
Members of the Senate know, for sev-
eral years I have advocated the enact-
ment of legislation that would facili-
tate the use of strong encryption. Be-
ginning in the 104th Congress, I have
introduced legislation that would en-
sure that the private sector continues
to take the lead in developing innova-
tive products to protect the security
and confidentiality of our electronic
information including the ability to
export such American products.

I am pleased to rise today to intro-
duce with my Chairman, Senator
MCCAIN, the PROTECT ACT of 1999
(Promote Reliable On Line Trans-
actions To Encourage Commerce and
Trade). The bill reflects a number of
discussions we have had this year
about the importance of encryption in
the digital age to promote electronic
commerce, secure our confidential
business and sensitive personal infor-
mation, prevent crime and protect our
national security by protecting the
commercial information systems and
electronic networks upon which Amer-
ica’s critical infrastructures increas-
ingly rely. I am extremely pleased to
join with him in introducing this im-
portant legislation.

While this bill differs in important
respects from the PRO-CODE legisla-
tion I introduced in the previous Con-
gress, I do think it accomplishes a
number of very important objectives.
Specifically, the bill:

Prohibits domestic controls;
Guarantees that American industry

will continue to be able to come up
with innovative products;
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Immediately decontrols encryption

products using key lengths of 64 bits or
less;

Permits the immediate exportability
of 128 bit encryption in recoverable
encryption products and in all
encryption products to a broad group
of legitimate and responsible commer-
cial users and to users in allied coun-
tries;

Recognizes the futility of unilateral
export controls on mass market prod-
ucts and where there are foreign alter-
natives and so permits the immediate
exportability of strong encryption
products whenever a public-private ad-
visory board and the Secretary of Com-
merce determines that they are gen-
erally available, publicly available, or
available from foreign suppliers;

Directs NIST to complete establish-
ment of the Advanced Encryption
Standard with 128 bit key lengths (the
DES successor) by January 1, 2002 (and
ensures that it is led by the private
sector and open to public comment);
and

Decontrols thereafter products incor-
porating the AES or its equivalent.

Today, we are in a world that is char-
acterized by the fact that nearly every-
one has a computer and that those
computers are, for the most part, con-
nected to one another. In light of that
fact, it is becoming more and more im-
portant to ensure that our communica-
tions over these computer networks
are conducted in a secure way. It is no
longer possible to say that when we
move into the information age, we’ll
secure these networks, because we are
already there. We use computers in our
homes and businesses in a way that
couldn’t have been imagined 10 years
ago, and these computers are con-
nected through networks, making it
easier to communicate than ever be-
fore. This phenomenon holds the prom-
ise of transforming life in States like
Montana, where health care and state-
of-the-art education can be delivered
over networks to people located far
away from population centers. These
new technologies can improve the lives
of real people, but only if the security
of information that moves over these
networks is safe and reliable.

The problem today is that our com-
puter networks are not as secure as
they could be; it is fairly easy for ama-
teur hackers to break into our net-
works. They can intercept information;
they can steal trade secrets and intel-
lectual property; they can alter med-
ical records; the list is endless. One so-
lution to this, of course, is to let indi-
viduals and businesses alike to take
steps to secure that information.
Encryption is one technology that ac-
complishes that.

I am proud that today I have been
able to join with Senator MCCAIN to in-
troduce this legislation which will en-
able Americans to use the Internet
with confidence and security.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this is
the third Congress in which I have in-
troduced and sponsored legislation to

update our country’s encryption poli-
cies. My objective has been to bolster
the competitive edge of our Nation’s
high-tech companies, allow Americans
to protect their online and electroni-
cally stored confidential information,
trade secrets and intellectual property,
and promote global electronic com-
merce. I am pleased to join Senators
MCCAIN, WYDEN and BURNS, in this con-
tinuing effort with the ‘‘Promote Reli-
able On-Line Transactions to Encour-
age Commerce and Trade (PROTECT)
Act of 1999.’’

In May 1996, I chaired a hearing on
the Administration’s ill-fated Clipper
Chip key escrow encryption program
that drove home the need for relaxed
export controls on strong encryption.
U.S. export controls on encryption
technology were having a clear nega-
tive effect on the competitiveness of
American hi-tech companies. More-
over, these controls were discouraging
the use of strong encryption domesti-
cally since manufacturers generally
made and marketed one product for
both for export and for domestic use
here. At that hearing I heard testi-
mony about 340 foreign encryption
products that were available world-
wide—including for import into the
United States—155 of which employed
encryption in a strength that Amer-
ican companies were prohibited from
exporting. That number has grown ex-
ponentially. As of December, 1997,
there were 656 foreign encryption prod-
ucts available from 474 vendors in 29
different foreign countries.

American companies certainly do not
enjoy a monopoly on encryption know-
how. The U.S. Commerce Department’s
National Institute for Standard and
Technology (NIST) is developing an
Advanced Encryption Standard (AES)
to update the U.S. Data Encryption
Standard (DES), the current global
encryption standard. Only 5 of the 15
AES candidate algorithms submitted
to NIST for evaluation were proposed
from American companies or individ-
uals. The remaining proposals came
from Australia, Canada, France, Ger-
many, Japan, Korea, United Kingdom,
Israel, Norway, and Belgium.

In the 104th Congress, I introduced
encryption legislation on March 5, 1996,
with Senators BURNS, Dole, MURRAY
and others, to help Americans better
protect their online privacy and allow
American companies to compete more
effectively in the global hi-tech mar-
ketplace. Specifically, the ‘‘Encrypted
Communications Privacy Act of 1996,’’
S. 1587, would have relaxed export con-
trols on strong encryption and pro-
moted the widespread use of encryption
to protect the security, confidentiality
and privacy of online communications
and stored electronic data. This bill
would have legislatively confirmed the
freedom of Americans to use and sell in
the United States any encryption tech-
nology that most appropriately met
their privacy and security needs. In ad-
dition, this bill would have relaxed ex-
port controls to allow the export of

encryption products when comparable
strength encryption was available from
foreign suppliers, and encryption prod-
ucts that were generally available or in
the public domain.

In the years since that bill was intro-
duced, the Administration has made
some positive changes in its export
policies. In October 1996, the Adminis-
tration allowed the export of 56-bit
DES encryption by companies that
agreed to develop key recovery sys-
tems. This policy was supposed to sun-
set in two years. I strongly criticized
this policy at the time, warning that
this ‘‘sunset’’ provision ‘‘does not pro-
mote our high-tech industries over-
seas.’’ In fact, when the time came last
year to return to the old export regime
that allowed the export of only 40-bit
encryption, the Administration re-
lented and continues to permit the ex-
port of 56-bit encryption, with the con-
dition of developing encryption pro-
grams with recoverable keys.

The proposals I made in 1996 made
sense then, and versions of these provi-
sions are incorporated into the PRO-
TECT Act today.

Specifically, the PROTECT Act
would provide immediate relief by al-
lowing the export of encryption using
key lengths of up to 64 bits. In addi-
tion, stronger encryption (more than
64-bit key lengths) would be exportable
under a license exception, upon deter-
mination by a new Encryption Export
Advisory Board that the product or
service is generally available, publicly
available or a comparable product is
available from a foreign supplier. This
determination is subject to approval by
the Secretary of Commerce and to
override by the President on national
security grounds.

This relief is important since the
time and effort to crack 56-bit DES
encryption is getting increasingly
short. Indeed, earlier this year, a group
of civilian computer experts broke a 56-
bit encrypted message in less than 24
hours, beating a July 1998 effort that
took 56 hours.

The breaking of 56-bit encryption
comes as no surprise to those doing
business, engaging in research, or con-
ducting their personal affairs online.
While 56-bit encryption may still serve
as the global standard, this will not be
the situation for much longer. 128-bit
encryption is now the preferred
encryption strength.

For example, in order to access on-
line account information from the
Thrift Savings Plan for Federal Em-
ployees, Members and congressional
staff must use 128-bit encryption. If
you use weaker encryption, a screen
pops up to say ‘‘you cannot have access
to your account information because
your Web browser does not have Secure
Socket Layer (SSL) and 128-bit
encryption (the strong U.S./Canada-
only version).’’

Likewise, the Department of Edu-
cation has set up a Web site that al-
lows prospective students to apply for
student financial aid online. Signifi-
cantly, the Education’s Department
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states that ‘‘[t]o achieve maximum
protection we recommend you use 128-
bit encryption.’’

These are just a couple examples of
government agencies or associated or-
ganizations directing or urging Ameri-
cans to use 128-bit encryption. We
should assume that people in other
countries are getting the same direc-
tions and recommendations. Unfortu-
nately, while American companies can
fill the demand for this strong
encryption here, they are not per-
mitted to sell it abroad for use by peo-
ple in other countries.

Significantly, the PROTECT Act
would permit the export of 128-bit (and
higher) AES products by January 1,
2002. While not providing relief as
quickly as I have urged in other
encryption legislation, including the E-
PRIVACY Act, S. 2067, in the last Con-
gress, this bill moves in the right direc-
tion, and provides a sunset for unwork-
able encryption export controls. In my
view, this bill would give most Internet
users access to the strongest tools they
need to protect their privacy starting
in 2002—a long time by Net standards,
but time our law enforcement and in-
telligence agencies say they need to
address the global proliferation of
strong encryption.

Encryption is a critical tool for
Americans to protect their privacy and
safeguard their confidential electronic
information, such as credit card num-
bers, personal health information, or
private messages, from online thieves
and snoops. This is important to en-
courage the continued robust growth of
electronic commerce. A March 1999 re-
port of the Vermont Internet Com-
merce Research Project that I commis-
sioned analyzed barriers to Internet
commerce in my home State, and
found that ‘‘the strongest obstacle
among consumers’’ was the perceived
lack of security.

Focusing on the export regime for
encryption technology is only one as-
pect, albeit an important one, in the
larger debate over how best to protect
privacy in a digital and online environ-
ment. Legislation to provide
encryption export relief is a start, but
we also have important work to do in
addressing broader privacy issues, such
as establishing standards for law en-
forcement access to decryption assist-
ance. I look forward to working with
Senators MCCAIN, WYDEN and BURNS on
passage of the PROTECT Act as well as
other privacy legislation.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today I
join my esteemed colleagues, Senators
MCCAIN, BURNS, WYDEN, LEAHY and
ABRAHAM in introducing legislation
that will encourage sales of US infor-
mation technology products while at
the same time protecting our national
security interests. The Promote Reli-
able On-Line Transactions to Encour-
age Commerce and Trade (PROTECT)
Act of 1999 is an important first step
that recognizes that as the Internet be-
comes more of a presence in global
commerce, there must be guarantees

and assurances that business and per-
sonal information remains confiden-
tial. It also recognizes that the US
companies are leaders in creating the
technology that serves this vital pur-
pose, and that these companies are in-
tegral to our growing economy.

United States information tech-
nology companies have been frustrated
by what they perceive as too-stringent
controls on the export of their
encryption products. These controls
have served a vital purpose in pro-
tecting national security interests. The
realities of the marketplace and the
technology sector, however, suggest
that it time to loosen our grip some-
what on the export controls we impose.
Although the US is the leader in pro-
ducing high quality, strong encryption
products, other countries also have the
ability to produce comparable prod-
ucts. We must recognize this reality
and understand that while export con-
trols can slow the spread of encrypted
products, they cannot stop it. Impor-
tantly, controls that do not recognize
this reality put our software industry
at a disadvantage as it tries to compete
in the global market.

Nothing, of course, is more impor-
tant than our national security. This
legislation maintains strong guidelines
to ensure that encryption technology
is not sold to countries that pose a
threat to our national security. It puts
in place a number of reasonable checks
to make certain that US encryption
technology does not get into the wrong
hands. At the same time, it takes into
consideration that where encryption
products are generally or publicly
available, we should not unduly limit
their sale to responsible entities in
NATO, OECD or ASEAN countries. To
do so would not only cause potential
harm to US industry, but it could also
have an unintended negative impact on
our own security.

I applaud Senator MCCAIN for taking
this first step towards resolving a com-
plicated problem. As we work through
this and other legislation that at-
tempts to address the issue of
encryption exports, I hope we can in-
corporate the best features into the
strongest possible bill.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 799. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the tax
brackets, eliminate the marriage pen-
alty, allow individuals a deduction for
amounts paid for insurance for medical
care, increase contribution limits for
individual retirement plans and pen-
sions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Finance.

TAX RELIEF

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President,
today I offer an important piece of leg-
islation. The bill I offer today, called
the American Family Tax Relief Act of
1999, is a modest, but important tax re-
lief package. This bill is important for
both substantive and symbolic reasons.
Substantively, this bill provides all
Americans with needed tax relief. If

the need for tax relief isn’t yet appar-
ent to everyone, tomorrow will remind
all Americans of the need when they
submit tax returns which reflect an
ever larger percentage of their income
going to the federal government.

This bill is also important as a sym-
bol to the American public that Con-
gress remains committed to the prin-
ciple of a smaller federal government
and lower taxes. We should not use the
unusually good economic times we
enjoy as an excuse to delay providing
tax relief to hard-working American
families. No, we should instead take
this wonderful opportunity to recom-
mit ourselves to fiscal discipline and
responsibility.

We are already taking important
steps in this regard by locking up the
social security trust fund to ensure its
solvency. We are also devoting a sig-
nificant portion of the surplus to retir-
ing publicly held debt, which will re-
duce the drain on federal spending for
interest on this debt. The next step is
to provide tax relief. This is a platform
many of us have stood upon, and is
therefore a pledge we must honor. If we
can’t provide tax cuts in good times,
think how difficult it would be in bad
times.

This bill I offer today has five dif-
ferent components: the largest compo-
nent of this legislation would lower all
individual income tax rates by 5%. Al-
though this is substantially less than
the 10% tax cut I have also supported,
this modest reduction will more easily
fit in the budget offsets after social se-
curity solvency and debt retirement
have been addressed. By letting all
Americans keep more of their income,
they will be free to spend or save more
of it. By now, we all know that the end
result of this is a healthier, more ro-
bust economy.

The second component would expand
the lowest income tax bracket, a tar-
geted tax break for middle income tax
payers. In addition to the 5% across
the board reduction, many middle in-
come earners would now fall into the
lowest tax bracket, thereby paying
even lower taxes than they would
under the existing tax code.

Third, I would repeal the marriage
penalty. Last year during my reelec-
tion campaign, I heard from hundreds
of Coloradans asking me to repeal this
offensive part of the tax code. I agree
with all of them that we need a tax
code that underscores the value we
place on encouraging families, not one
that discourages or penalizes marriage.
This bill would do that.

Fourth, this bill would bring needed
relief to many taxpayers by allowing
the full deductibility of health insur-
ance. Even folks who don’t meet the
minimum criteria needed to itemize
their deductions, often single folks or
lower income folks, could still deduct
their health insurance. This is a crit-
ical step towards providing all Ameri-
cans with health insurance coverage
and reducing the cost of this critical
component of modern life.
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The last piece of this bill would en-

courage greater individual responsi-
bility for retirement planning. By al-
lowing a taxpayer to contribute more
into an IRA without being taxed, more
individuals will contribute more to
their own retirement. The end result
would be less reliance and less strain
on Social Security and other entitle-
ment programs. The more Congress can
lead the way in weaning ourselves off
of federal entitlements by encouraging
individual retirement planning, the
more government will shrink while in-
creasing its efficiency.

I conclude by inviting my colleagues
to take a good look at this bill and
work with me on reasonable changes
and to support its passage.

By Mr. BURNS (for himself, Mr.
MCCAIN, Mr. DORGAN, and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 800. A bill to promote and enhance
public safety through the use of 9–1–1
as the universal emergency assistance
number, further deployment of wireless
9–1–1 service, support of States in up-
grading 9–1–1 capabilities and related
functions, encouragement of construc-
tion and operation of seamless, ubiq-
uitous, and reliable networks for per-
sonal wireless services, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

E–911 ACT OF 1999

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I am here
today to talk about some good news for
a change. I want to introduce the ‘‘E–
911 Act of 1999.’’ The purpose of this
legislation is to improve 911. By link-
ing some of the amazing innovations in
wireless technology to 911 and medical
and emergency response professionals
we bring our 911 systems into the 21st
century.

All kinds of technologies exist today
that can greatly reduce response time
to emergencies and help victims get
the right kind of medical attention
quickly. But right now these tech-
nologies are not connected in ways
that can be used for emergencies.
That’s why this effort to upgrade our
911 systems across the nation is so im-
portant and necessary.

The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration has conducted studies
showing that crash-to-care time for
fatal accidents is about a half hour in
urban areas. In rural areas, which cov-
ers most of my home state of Montana,
that crash-to-care time almost doubles.
On average, it takes just shy of an hour
to get emergency attention to crash
victims in rural areas. Almost half of
the serious crash victims who do not
receive care in that first hour die at
the scene of the accident. That’s a
scary statistic.

In 1997 there were 37,280 fatal motor
vehicle crashes in the United States—
41,967 people died as a result. Of that
number, 2,098 were children. Now obvi-
ously there is no piece of legislation
that can instantly prevent these kinds
of tragedies. But there are definitely
things we can do to help reduce them.

Upgrading our 911 response systems,
which this legislation promotes, is a
solid step toward preventing many hor-
rible tragedies.

Drew Dawson, who is the director of
the Montana Emergency Medical Serv-
ices Bureau and the president of the
National Association of State Emer-
gency Medical Services Directors,
strongly supports the Wireless Commu-
nications and Public Safety Act of 1999.
He tells me that the bill will help bring
better wireless 911 coverage to Mon-
tana and will enhance our statewide
Trauma Care System. Mr. Dawson be-
lieves this legislation will help him and
his emergency folks do their jobs bet-
ter, which means it will help them save
more lives than they already do.

I have to say a word about all of the
good work that folks like Drew Dawson
in Montana and other emergency pro-
fessionals do all over the country. The
United States has the most skilled and
dedicated group of medical and emer-
gency professionals in the world. We
need to give them better tools. There is
technology out there that can help
these professionals and that can help
all of us citizens, if, God forbid, we ever
find ourselves in an emergency situa-
tion needing this kind of help. The E–
911 Act of 1999 will help all of us and
will make our emergency services even
better than they are today.

Mr. President, Let me take a mo-
ment to summarize the important sec-
tions of this bill.

It makes Congressional findings and
specifies the purpose of the Act. The
purpose of the Act is ‘‘to encourage and
facilitate the prompt deployment
throughout the United States of a
seamless, ubiquitous, and reliable end-
to-end infrastructure for communica-
tions, including wireless communica-
tions, to meet the Nation’s public safe-
ty and other communications needs.’’

It assigns to the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, and any agency or
entity to which it has delegated au-
thority under Section 251 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934, the duty to
designate the number 911 as the uni-
versal emergency telephone number
within the United States for reporting
an emergency to appropriate authori-
ties and requesting assistance. The uni-
versal number would apply both to
wireless and wireline telephone service.
The Commission, and any agency or
entity, must establish appropriate peri-
ods for geographic areas in which 911 is
not in use as an emergency telephone
number to transition to the use of 911.

It establishes a principle of parity be-
tween the wireless and wireline tele-
communications industries in protec-
tion from liability for: (1) the provision
of telephone services, including 911 and
emergency warning service, and (2) the
use of 911 and emergency warning serv-
ice. The bill provides for wireless pro-
viders of telephone service to receive
at least as much protection under Fed-
eral, State or local law from liability
as local exchange companies receive in
providing telephone services. States

cannot impose procedural barriers,
such as requiring wireless providers to
file tariffs, as a condition for wireless
providers to receive the substantive
protection from liability for which the
legislation provides. The bill also pro-
vides for users of wireless 911 service to
receive at least as much protection
from liability under Federal, State or
local law as users of wireline 911 serv-
ice receive.

It amends Section 222 of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 222) to
provide appropriate privacy protection
for call location information con-
cerning the user of a commercial mo-
bile service, including such informa-
tion provided by an automatic crash
notification system. The provision au-
thorizes disclosure of such information
to emergency dispatch providers and
emergency service personnel in order
to respond to the user’s call for emer-
gency services. The provision also is in-
tended to allow disclosure of such in-
formation to the next-of-kin or legal
guardian of a person as necessary in
connection with the furnishing of med-
ical care to such person as a result of
an emergency. Finally, the customer of
a commercial mobile radio service may
grant broader authority (for example,
in the customer’s written subscription
agreement with the service provider)
for the use of, disclosure of, or access
to call location information concerning
users of the customer’s commercial
mobile service communications instru-
ment (e.g., the customer’s wireless
telephone), but the customer must
grant such authority expressly and in
advance of such use, disclosure or ac-
cess.

It provides definitions for terms used
in the legislation.

That is the long version of what this
bill is about. The short version is: it’s
about saving lives. Mr. President, I
hope all of my colleagues will join me
and help pass this important legisla-
tion.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to cosponsor and support
the E–911 Act of 1999, which has been
introduced by Senator BURNS. I com-
mend Senator BURNS for his out-
standing work on this legislation
which will help build a national wire-
less communications system and save
lives.

Mr. President, I want to make sure
that Americans everywhere can dial 9–
1–1 to summon prompt assistance in an
emergency. When a person is seriously
injured, every second counts. In fact,
medical trauma and public safety pro-
fessionals speak of a ‘‘golden hour’’—
the first hour after serious injury when
the greatest percentage of lives can be
saved. The sooner that the seriously in-
jured get medical help, the greater the
chance of survival. And prompt notifi-
cation to the authorities is the first
critical step in getting medical assist-
ance to the injured.

I believe that injured Americans
should be able to get emergency med-
ical assistance as quickly as possible.
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Over 60 million Americans carry wire-
less telephones. Some of these people
own them specifically for safety rea-
sons, in order to summon help in an
emergency. Others would be willing to
use their phones to report emergencies
to the authorities.

But in many parts of the country
when a person who is seriously in-
jured—or a frantic bystander—calls 9–
1–1 on their wireless telephone, nothing
happens. Although many Americans
think that 9–1–1 is already a national
emergency number everywhere, it
isn’t. There are many places in Amer-
ica where 9–1–1 isn’t the right number
to call for help. The rule in America
ought to be uniform and simple—if you
have an emergency wherever you are,
dial 9–1–1. This bill reduces the danger
of not knowing what number to call, by
making 9–1–1 the universal emergency
telephone number.

Mr. President, I also believe that we
also need to tie our citizens through
their wireless telephones to emergency
medical centers, police and firefighters
so that they can get lifesaving assist-
ance even when they are too injured to
make a 9–1–1 call, or can make the call
but cannot give their location. This
bill supports the upgrading of 9–1–1 sys-
tems so that they can deliver more in-
formation, like location and automatic
crash information data which will bet-
ter enable emergency services to reach
those incapacitated by injury. This leg-
islation also promotes the expansion of
the areas covered by wireless telephone
service, so that more people can use
wireless phones in an emergency. Be-
cause if a wireless telephone isn’t with-
in range of a wireless tower, a wireless
call can’t go through.

Mr. President, I would like to see an
America where more people in more
places can call 9–1–1 and quickly get
the right help in emergencies. This leg-
islation will help reduce medical re-
sponse time for millions of Americans,
by helping to make sure that people
can use their wireless phones to call 9–
1–1 immediately and get the ambu-
lances rolling

I look forward to working with my
colleagues on the Commerce Com-
mittee on this important life-saving
legislation, and I urge all my col-
leagues to support it.

By Mr. SANTORUM:
S. 801. A bill to amend the Internal

Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce the tax
on beer to its pre-1991 level; to the
Committee on Finance.

REPEALING THE BEER TAX

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce legislation per-
taining to the federal excise tax on
beer.

Many people are not aware that they
pay enormous hidden taxes when they
purchase any number of consumer
products. The beer tax is one signifi-
cant example of such a hidden tax.
Bearing a disproportionate tax burden,
forty-three percent of the cost of beer
is comprised of both state and federal
taxes.

The federal government doubled its
tax on beer eight years ago. Today,
though it is one of the more regressive
taxes, the 100 percent beer tax increase
remains as the only ‘‘luxury tax’’ en-
acted as part of the 1991 Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act. While taxes on
furs, jewelry, and yachts have been re-
pealed through subsequent legislation,
the federal beer tax remains in place
with continued far reaching effects, in-
cluding the loss of as many as 50,000 in-
dustry jobs. My legislation seeks to
correct this inequity and will restore
the level of federal excise tax to the
pre-1991 tax rate.

Mr. President, I offer this bill as
companion legislation to H.R. 1366 in-
troduced by Representative PHIL
ENGLISH.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 801
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REPEAL OF 1990 TAX INCREASE ON

BEER.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

5051(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(relating to imposition and rate of tax on
beer) is amended by striking ‘‘$18’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$9’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. SANTORUM (for himself,
Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
BROWNBACK, Mr. SPECTER, and
Ms. COLLINS):

S. 802. A bill to provide for a gradual
reduction in the loan rate for peanuts,
to repeal peanut quotas for the 2002 and
subsequent crops, and to require the
Secretary of Agriculture to purchase
peanuts and peanut products for nutri-
tion programs only at the world mar-
ket price; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

REFORM OF THE FEDERAL PEANUT PROGRAM

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to introduce a bill that
would bring common sense reform to
the federal peanut commodity pro-
gram. This legislation would phase out
the peanut quota program over three
years, with the quota being eliminated
in crop year 2002. I am joined today by
several colleagues in this reform effort.

Under this legislation, the price sup-
port for peanuts that are grown for edi-
ble consumption is gradually reduced
each year from the current support
price of $610 per ton to $500 per ton by
2001. In the year 2002 and ensuing crop
years, there would be no quotas on pea-
nuts, and the Secretary of Agriculture
would be required to make the non-re-
course loan available to all peanut
farmers at 85 percent of their esti-
mated market value. This measure is
consistent with the non-recourse loan
programs available for other agri-
culture commodities.

Another component of this peanut re-
form bill would allow additional pea-
nuts, those produced in excess of the
farmer’s quota poundage, to be used for
sale to the school lunch program.

Mr. President, the federal peanut
program, born in the 1930’s during an
era of massive change and dislocation
in agriculture, is sorely out of place in
today’s agricultural sector. Other farm
commodities are seeking new export
opportunities abroad, building new
markets and helping to improve our
national balance of trade, however, the
peanut industry is building new bar-
riers to protect itself. The quota sys-
tem stifles freedom for farmers, and it
fosters a set of economic expectations
that cannot be sustained without con-
tinued government intervention. More-
over, failure to reform this program
costs consumers between $300–500 mil-
lion annually, adding to the cost of
feeding programs for low-income Amer-
icans.

In short, this program must be
changed. As we have learned from
changes made to other commodity pro-
grams, reform does not happen over-
night. This proposal provides for a fair
transition that will enable farmers and
lenders to adjust their expectations to
the marketplace. Following completion
of the phase-out period, the peanut pro-
gram will operate like most other agri-
cultural commodities.

Mr. President, I am pleased to have
many of my Senate colleagues join me
today as cosponsors of this measure,
including Senators CHAFEE, DEWINE,
FEINGOLD, GREGG, BROWNBACK, SPEC-
TER, and COLLINS.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 802

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REDUCTION IN LOAN RATES FOR

PEANUTS.
Section 155(a) of the Agricultural Market

Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7271(a)) is amended
by striking paragraph (2) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(2) LOAN RATE.—The national average
quota loan rate for quota peanuts shall be as
follows:

‘‘(A) $610 per ton for the 1999 crop.
‘‘(B) $550 per ton for the 2000 crop.
‘‘(C) $500 per ton for the 2001 crop.’’.

SEC. 2. NONRECOURSE LOANS FOR 2002 AND SUB-
SEQUENT CROPS OF PEANUTS.

Effective beginning with the 2002 crop of
peanuts, section 155 of the Agricultural Mar-
ket Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7271) is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 155. PEANUT PROGRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) LOANS.—The Secretary shall make

nonrecourse loans available to producers of
peanuts for each of the 2002 and subsequent
crops of peanuts.

‘‘(2) RATE.—In carrying out paragraph (1),
the Secretary shall offer to all peanut pro-
ducers nonrecourse loans at a level not less
than 85 percent of the simple average price
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received by producers for peanuts, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, during the mar-
keting year for each of the immediately pre-
ceding 5 crops of peanuts, excluding the year
in which the average price was the highest
and the year in which the average price was
the lowest during the period, but not more
than $350 per ton. The loans shall be admin-
istered at no net cost to the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

‘‘(3) INSPECTION, HANDLING, OR STORAGE.—
The levels of support determined under para-
graph (2) shall not be reduced by any deduc-
tion for inspection, handling, or storage.

‘‘(4) MARKETING OF PEANUTS OWNED OR CON-
TROLLED BY THE COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORA-
TION.—Any peanuts owned or controlled by
the Commodity Credit Corporation may be
made available for domestic edible use, in
accordance with regulations issued by the
Secretary, so long as doing so results in no
net cost to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion.

‘‘(5) LOCATION AND OTHER FACTORS.—The
Secretary may make adjustments for the lo-
cation of peanuts and such other factors as
are authorized by section 403.

‘‘(6) ANNOUNCEMENT.—The Secretary shall
announce the level of support for each crop
of peanuts not later than the February 15
preceding the marketing year for which the
level of support is being determined.

‘‘(b) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.—The
Secretary shall carry out the program au-
thorized by this section through the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

‘‘(c) CROPS.—This section shall be effective
for each of the 2002 and subsequent crops of
peanuts.’’.
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION OF PEANUT QUOTAS FOR

2002 AND SUBSEQUENT CROPS OF
PEANUTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VI of subtitle B of
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1357 et seq.) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) DEFINITIONS.—Section 301(b) of the Agri-

cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1301(b)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking ‘‘corn,
rice, and peanuts’’ and inserting ‘‘corn and
rice’’;

(B) in paragraph (6), by striking subpara-
graph (C);

(C) in paragraph (10)(A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘wheat, and peanuts’’ and

inserting ‘‘and wheat’’; and
(ii) by striking ‘‘; 20 per centum in the case

of wheat; and 15 per centum in the case of
peanuts’’ and inserting ‘‘; and 20 percent in
the case of wheat’’;

(D) in paragraph (13)—
(i) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C);

and
(ii) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘or

peanuts’’ both places it appears; and
(E) in paragraph (16)(A), by striking ‘‘rice,

and peanuts’’ and inserting ‘‘and rice’’.
(2) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—Section

361 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1361) is amended by striking
‘‘peanuts,’’.

(3) ADJUSTMENT OF QUOTAS.—Section 371 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1371) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of subsection (a),
by striking ‘‘peanuts,’’; and

(B) in the first sentence of subsection (b),
by striking ‘‘peanuts’’.

(4) REPORTS AND RECORDS.—Section 373 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1373) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a), by striking the first
sentence and inserting the following new
sentence: ‘‘This subsection shall apply to
warehousemen, processors, and common car-
riers of corn, wheat, cotton, rice, or tobacco,
and all ginners of cotton, all persons engaged

in the business of purchasing corn, wheat,
cotton, rice, or tobacco from producers, and
all persons engaged in the business of re-
drying, prizing, or stemming tobacco for pro-
ducers.’’; and

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘pea-
nuts,’’.

(5) REGULATIONS.—Section 375(a) of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1375(a)) is amended by striking ‘‘peanuts,’’.

(6) EMINENT DOMAIN.—The first sentence of
section 378(c) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1378(c)) is amended by
striking ‘‘cotton, tobacco, and peanuts,’’ and
inserting ‘‘cotton and tobacco,’’.

(c) LIABILITY.—A provision of this section
or an amendment made by this section shall
not affect the liability of any person under
any provision of law as in effect before the
application of the provision of this section or
the amendment in accordance with this sec-
tion.

(d) APPLICATION.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall
apply beginning with the 2002 crop of pea-
nuts.
SEC. 4. PURCHASE OF PEANUTS FOR NUTRITION

PROGRAMS.
Section 14 of the National School Lunch

Act (42 U.S.C. 1762a) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(h) PURCHASE OF PEANUTS FOR NUTRITION
PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection—
‘‘(A) ADDITIONAL PEANUTS.—The term ‘ad-

ditional peanuts’ has the meaning given the
term in section 358–1(e) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1358–1(e)).

‘‘(B) COVERED PROGRAM.—The term ‘cov-
ered program’ means—

‘‘(i) a program established under this Act;
‘‘(ii) a program established under the Child

Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.);
‘‘(iii) the emergency food assistance pro-

gram established under the Emergency Food
Assistance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7501 et seq.);

‘‘(iv) the food distribution program on In-
dian reservations established under section
4(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C.
2013(b));

‘‘(v) the commodity distribution program
established under section 4 of the Agri-
culture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973
(Public Law 93–86; 7 U.S.C. 612c note);

‘‘(vi) the commodity supplemental food
program established under section 5 of the
Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of
1973 (Public Law 93–86; 7 U.S.C. 612c note);
and

‘‘(vii) a nutrition program carried out
under part C of title III of the Older Ameri-
cans Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3030e et seq.).

‘‘(2) PURCHASES.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, in purchasing peanuts
or peanut products to carry out a covered
program, the Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) purchase the peanuts or peanut prod-
ucts at a price that is not more than the pre-
vailing world market price for peanuts or
peanut products produced in the United
States, as determined by the Secretary; and

‘‘(B) in the case of peanut purchases, pur-
chase only additional peanuts.

‘‘(3) DOMESTIC EDIBLE USE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, addi-
tional peanuts purchased by the Secretary to
carry out a covered program shall not be
considered to be peanuts for domestic edible
use under the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1281 et seq.) or Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.).

‘‘(4) SUPPLY.—The Secretary shall take
such actions as are necessary to ensure, to
the maximum extent practicable, that an
adequate supply of additional peanuts is
available to carry out covered programs.

‘‘(5) PENALTIES.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a person that pro-

duces additional peanuts that are sold to the
Secretary, or sells additional peanuts to the
Secretary, for a covered program shall not be
subject to a penalty or other sanction for the
production or sale of the additional pea-
nuts.’’.

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself and
Mr. WYDEN):

S. 803. A bill to make the Inter-
national Olympic Committee subject
to the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act of
1977, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

THE IOC REFORM ACT

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that
would make the International Olympic
Committee subject to the Foreign Cor-
rupt Practices Act. This legislation is
in response to what I believe is a fail-
ure on the part of the International
Olympic Committee (IOC) to ade-
quately respond to corruption in the
selection of cities to host the Olympic
games.

This morning, I chaired a hearing of
the Commerce Committee on the re-
cent public controversies involving the
Olympic bid process. As most of you
know, allegations of bribes and corrup-
tion in the Salt Lake City bid process
have prompted investigations by the
Utah Attorney General and the Depart-
ment of Justice. The purpose of the
hearing was not to focus on a single in-
vestigation. Instead, the Committee
examined the bid process as a whole
and the reform efforts undertaken by
the United States Olympic Committee
(USOC) and IOC respectively.

The Committee heard testimony
from the USOC, IOC and the Special
Bid Oversight Commission. The Com-
mission was appointed by the USOC to
review the circumstances surrounding
the selection of Salt Lake City to host
the 2002 Winter Olympics. The Commis-
sion, composed of a group of highly re-
spected individuals including our
former colleague Senator Mitchell and
Ken Duberstein, made a series of rec-
ommendations to reform both the
USOC and the IOC. The recommenda-
tions focused on bringing transparency
and accountability to both organiza-
tions.

The USOC appears to be moving for-
ward with reform. It adopted in full the
recommendations of the Commission
and took responsibility for its own fail-
ure to oversee the Salt Lake City bid
process. While not complete, I believe
the process of reform at the USOC has
begun. Unfortunately, the hearing did
very little to ease my concerns about
the IOC. IOC representatives expressed
opposition to several of the commis-
sions’ recommendations and continues
to be resistant to change. While I un-
derstand the IOC may have legitimate
concerns about some of the suggested
reforms, I question their commitment
to reform.

This morning Senator Mitchell and
the other members of the Commission
agreed that Congress could and should
take action to ensure that the IOC is
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subject to the Foreign Corrupt Prac-
tices Act. In the United States, the
Foreign Corrupt Practices Act is avail-
able to law enforcement to combat offi-
cial corruption in international busi-
ness transactions. Currently, IOC mem-
bers are not governed by the Act be-
cause they do not generally act in the
role of a foreign official. Rather, they
act on behalf of the IOC, a private en-
terprise. My amendment includes the
IOC in the definition of a Public Inter-
national Organization subjecting them
to the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act.

This bill should be a considered vehi-
cle for discussion. This morning, Sen-
ator Mitchell and the Commission of-
fered to provide the committee with
further comments on possible legisla-
tive solutions to this problem. I look
forward to hearing their ideas and
working with them. However, based
upon the recommendation of the panel
this morning and the need to send a
strong signal to IOC that we are seri-
ous about reform, I wanted to intro-
duce this first step today. I know that
many of my colleagues either will in-
troduce measures as well and I look
forward to working with them.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self and Mr. FRIST):

S. 804. A bill to improve the ability of
Federal agencies to license Federally-
owned inventions; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER COMMERCIALIZATION
ACT OF 1999

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
today I am with my colleague Senate
FRIST introducing the Technology
Transfer Commercialization Act of
1999. This bill would make technical
changes and clarifications to the legis-
lation which governs the transfer of in-
tellectual property from the federal
government to the private sector.

The original Technology Transfer
Improvements Act (TTIA), which I was
author of in 1995, allowed for easier and
quicker access to intellectual property
which the government owns and pri-
vate industry wants. It created a win-
win situation. The government gets
royalties from these licenses, private
industry gets the intellectual property
that it needs, and Americans get jobs
from the production of inventions
based on this intellectual property.

This bill builds on the strong positive
response from TTIA. It reduces the re-
quirements for obtaining a non-exclu-
sive license in order to allow as many
companies and individuals as possible
access to the information. It also ad-
dresses private industry’s concerns
about maintaining confidential infor-
mation within applications.

However, this does not come at the
expense of the government being able
to keep control of its property. This
bill also clarifies the ability of the li-
censing agencies to terminate a license
if certain criteria are not met. Fur-
thermore, it allows the government to
consolidate intellectual property which

is developed in cooperation with a pri-
vate entity so that the package can be
relicensed to a third party.

Technology transfer is a vital part of
our national economy. It is what al-
lows our industries to remain at the
leading edge in their field. This bill
clarifies and adjusts current legislation
to allow for an even better working re-
lationship between the federal govern-
ment and private industry. I encourage
my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 804
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Technology
Transfer Commercialization Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. COOPERATIVE RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT AGREEMENTS.
Section 12(b)(1) of the Stevenson-Wydler

Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(b)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or, sub-
ject to section 209 of title 35, United States
Code, may grant a license to an invention
which is federally owned, for which a patent
application was filed before the granting of
the license, and directly within the scope of
the work under the agreement,’’ after ‘‘under
the agreement,’’.
SEC. 3. LICENSING FEDERALLY OWNED INVEN-

TIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 209 of title 35,

United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:
‘‘§ 209. Licensing federally owned inventions

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY.—A Federal agency may
grant an exclusive or partially exclusive li-
cense on a federally owned invention under
section 207(a)(2) only if—

‘‘(1) granting the license is a reasonable
and necessary incentive to—

‘‘(A) call forth the investment capital and
expenditures needed to bring the invention
to practical application; or

‘‘(B) otherwise promote the invention’s
utilization by the public;

‘‘(2) the Federal agency finds that the pub-
lic will be served by the granting of the li-
cense, as indicated by the applicant’s inten-
tions, plans, and ability to bring the inven-
tion to practical application or otherwise
promote the invention’s utilization by the
public, and that the proposed scope of exclu-
sivity is not greater than reasonably nec-
essary to provide the incentive for bringing
the invention to practical utilization, as pro-
posed by the applicant, or otherwise to pro-
mote the invention’s utilization by the pub-
lic;

‘‘(3) the applicant makes a commitment to
achieve practical utilization of the invention
within a reasonable time, which may be ex-
tended by the agency upon the applicant’s
request and the applicant’s demonstration
that the refusal of such an extension would
be unreasonable as specified in the license;

‘‘(4) granting the license will not tend to
substantially lessen competition or create or
maintain a violation of the Federal antitrust
laws; and

‘‘(5) in the case of an invention covered by
a foreign patent application or patent, the
interests of the Federal Government or
United States industry in foreign commerce
will be enhanced.

‘‘(b) MANUFACTURE IN UNITED STATES.—A
Federal agency shall normally grant a li-

cense under section 207(a)(2) to use or sell
any federally owned invention in the United
States only to a licensee who agrees that
any products embodying the invention or
produced through the use of the invention
will be manufactured substantially in the
United States.

‘‘(c) SMALL BUSINESS.—First preference for
the granting of any exclusive or partially ex-
clusive licenses under section 207(a)(2) shall
be given to small business firms having equal
or greater likelihood as other applicants to
bring the invention to practical application
within a reasonable time.

‘‘(d) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Any licenses
granted under section 207(a)(2) shall contain
such terms and conditions as the granting
agency considers appropriate. Such terms
and conditions shall include provisions—

‘‘(1) retaining a nontransferable, irrev-
ocable, paid-up license for any Federal agen-
cy to practice the invention or have the in-
vention practiced throughout the world by
or on behalf of the Government of the United
States;

‘‘(2) requiring periodic reporting on utiliza-
tion of the invention, and utilization efforts,
by the licensee, but only to the extent nec-
essary to enable the Federal agency to deter-
mine whether the terms of the license are
being complied with; and

‘‘(3) empowering the Federal agency to ter-
minate the license in whole or in part if the
agency determines that—

‘‘(A) the licensee is not executing its com-
mitment to achieve practical utilization of
the invention, including commitments con-
tained in any plan submitted in support of
its request for a license, and the licensee
cannot otherwise demonstrate to the satis-
faction of the Federal agency that it has
taken, or can be expected to take within a
reasonable time, effective steps to achieve
practical utilization of the invention;

‘‘(B) the licensee is in breach of an agree-
ment described in subsection (b);

‘‘(C) termination is necessary to meet re-
quirements for public use specified by Fed-
eral regulations issued after the date of the
license, and such requirements are not rea-
sonably satisfied by the licensee; or

‘‘(D) the licensee has been found by a court
of competent jurisdiction to have violated
the federal antitrust laws in connection with
its performance under the license agreement.

‘‘(e) PUBLIC NOTICE.—No exclusive or par-
tially exclusive license may be granted
under section 207(a)(2) unless public notice of
the intention to grant an exclusive or par-
tially exclusive license on a federally owned
invention has been provided in an appro-
priate manner at least 15 days before the li-
cense is granted, and the Federal agency has
considered all comments received before the
end of the comment period in response to
that public notice. This subsection shall not
apply to the licensing of inventions made
under a cooperative research and develop-
ment agreement entered into under section
12 of the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Inno-
vation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a).

‘‘(f) PLAN.—No Federal agency shall grant
any license under a patent or patent applica-
tion on a federally owned invention unless
the person requesting the license has sup-
plied the agency with a plan for development
and/or marketing of the invention, except
that any such plan may be treated by the
Federal agency as commercial and financial
information obtained from a person and priv-
ileged and confidential and not subject to
disclosure under section 552 of title 5 of the
United States Code.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The item re-
lating to section 209 in the table of sections
for chapter 18 of title 35, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:
‘‘209. Licensing federally owned inventions.’’.
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SEC. 4. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO BAYH-DOLE

ACT.
Chapter 18 of title 35, United States Code

(popularly known as the ‘‘Bayh-Dole Act’’),
is amended—

(1) by amending section 202(e) to read as
follows:

‘‘(e) In any case when a Federal employee
is a coinventor of any invention made with a
nonprofit organization or small business
firm, the Federal agency employing such co-
inventor may, for the purpose of consoli-
dating rights in the invention and if it finds
it would expedite the development of the
invention—

‘‘(1) license or assign whatever rights it
may acquire in the subject invention to the
nonprofit organization or small business
firm; or

‘‘(2) acquire any rights in the subject in-
vention from the nonprofit organization or
small business firm, but only to the extent
the party from whom the rights are acquired
voluntarily enters into the transaction and
no other transaction under this chapter is
conditioned on such acquisition.’’; and

(2) in section 207(a)—
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘patent

applications, patents, or other forms of pro-
tection obtained’’ and inserting ‘‘inven-
tions’’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘, includ-
ing acquiring rights for the Federal Govern-
ment in any invention, but only to the ex-
tent the party from whom the rights are ac-
quired voluntarily enters into the trans-
action, to facilitate the licensing of a feder-
ally owned invention’’ after ‘‘or through con-
tract’’.
SEC. 5. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS TO THE STE-

VENSON-WYDLER TECHNOLOGY IN-
NOVATION ACT OF 1980.

The Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova-
tion Act of 1980 is amended—

(1) in section 4(4) (15 U.S.C. 3703(4)), by
striking ‘‘section 6 or section 8’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 7 or 9’’;

(2) in section 4(6) (15 U.S.C. 3703(6)), by
striking ‘‘section 6 or section 8’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 7 or 9’’;

(3) in section 5(c)(11) (15 U.S.C. 3704(c)(11)),
by striking ‘‘State of local governments’’
and inserting ‘‘State or local governments’’;

(4) in section 9 (15 U.S.C. 3707), by—
(A) striking ‘‘section 6(a)’’ and inserting

‘‘section 7(a)’’;
(B) striking ‘‘section 6(b)’’ and inserting

‘‘section 7(b)’’; and
(C) striking ‘‘section 6(c)(3)’’ and inserting

‘‘section 7(c)(3)’’;
(5) in section 11(e)(1) (15 U.S.C. 3710(e)(1)),

by striking ‘‘in cooperation with Federal
Laboratories’’ and inserting ‘‘in cooperation
with Federal laboratories’’;

(6) in section 11(i) (15 U.S.C. 3710(i)), by
striking ‘‘a gift under the section’’ and in-
serting ‘‘a gift under this section’’;

(7) in section 14 (15 U.S.C. 3710c)—
(A) in subsection (a)(1)(A)(i), by inserting

‘‘, if the inventor’s or coinventor’s rights are
assigned to the United States’’ after ‘‘inven-
tor or coinventors’’;

(B) in subsection (a)(1)(B), by striking
‘‘succeeding fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘2
succeeding fiscal years’’; and

(C) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘inven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘invention’’; and

(8) in section 22 (15 U.S.C. 3714), by striking
‘‘sections 11, 12, and 13’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tions 12, 13, and 14’’.
SEC. 6. REVIEW OF COOPERATIVE RESEARCH

AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
PROCEDURES.

(a) REVIEW.—Within 90 days after the date
of the enactment of this Act, each Federal
agency with a federally funded laboratory
that has in effect on that date of enactment
1 or more cooperative research and develop-

ment agreements under section 12 of the Ste-
venson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a) shall report to the Com-
mittee on National Security of the National
Science and Technology Council and the
Congress on the general policies and proce-
dures used by that agency to gather and con-
sider the views of other agencies on—

(1) joint work statements under section
12(c)(5) (C) or (D) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(c)(5) (C) or (D)); or

(2) in the case of laboratories described in
section 12(d)(2)(A) of the Stevenson-Wydler
Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3710a(d)(2)(A)), cooperative research and de-
velopment agreements under such section 12,

with respect to major proposed cooperative
research and development agreements that
involve critical national security technology
or may have a significant impact on domes-
tic or international competitiveness.

(b) PROCEDURES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 1 year after the

date of the enactment of this Act, the Com-
mittee on National Security of the National
Science and Technology Council, in conjunc-
tion with relevant Federal agencies and na-
tional laboratories, shall—

(A) determine the adequacy of existing
procedures and methods for interagency co-
ordination and awareness with respect to co-
operative research and development agree-
ments described in subsection (a); and

(B) establish and distribute to appropriate
Federal agencies—

(i) specific criteria to indicate the neces-
sity for gathering and considering the views
of other agencies on joint work statements
or cooperative research and development
agreements as described in subsection (a);
and

(ii) additional procedures, if any, for car-
rying out such gathering and considering of
agency views with respect to cooperative re-
search and development agreements de-
scribed in subsection (a).

(2) PROCEDURE DESIGN.—Procedures estab-
lished under this subsection shall be de-
signed to the extent possible to—

(A) use or modify existing procedures;
(B) minimize burdens on Federal agencies;
(C) encourage industrial partnerships with

national laboratories; and
(D) minimize delay in the approval or dis-

approval of joint work statements and coop-
erative research and development agree-
ments.

(c) LIMITATION.—Nothing in this Act, nor
any procedures established under this sec-
tion shall provide to the Office of Science
and Technology Policy, the National Science
and Technology Council, or any Federal
agency the authority to disapprove a cooper-
ative research and development agreement
or joint work statement, under section 12 of
the Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innova-
tion Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710a), of another
Federal agency.
SEC. 7. INCREASED FLEXIBILITY FOR FEDERAL

LABORATORY PARTNERSHIP INTER-
MEDIARIES.

Section 23 of the Stevenson-Wydler Tech-
nology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3715)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by inserting ‘‘, insti-
tutions of higher education as defined in sec-
tion 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a)), or educational insti-
tutions within the meaning of section 2194 of
title 10, United States Code’’ after ‘‘small
business firms’’; and

(2) in subsection (c) by inserting’‘, institu-
tions of higher education as defined in sec-
tion 1201(a) of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1141(a)), or educational insti-
tutions within the meaning of section 2194 of

title 10, United Stats Code,’’ after ‘‘small
business firms’’.
SEC. 8. REPORTS ON UTILIZATION OF FEDERAL

TECHNOLOGY.
(a) AGENCY ACTIVITIES.—Section 11 of the

Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation
Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710) is amended—

(1) by striking the last sentence of sub-
section (b);

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(f) AGENCY REPORTS ON UTILIZATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each Federal agency

which operates or directs one or more Fed-
eral laboratories or which conducts activi-
ties under sections 207, 208, and 209 of title 35,
United States Code, shall report annually to
the Office of Management and Budget, as
part of the agency’s annual budget submis-
sion, on the activities performed by that
agency and its Federal laboratories under
the provisions of this section and of sections
207, 208, and 209 of title 35, United States
Code.

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The report shall include—
‘‘(A) an explanation of the agency’s tech-

nology transfer program for the preceding
year and the agency’s plans for conducting
its technology transfer function for the up-
coming year, including its plans for man-
aging its intellectual property so as to ad-
vance the agency’s mission and benefit the
competitiveness of United States industry;
and

‘‘(B) information on technology transfer
activities for the preceding year, including—

‘‘(i) the number of patent applications
filed;

‘‘(ii) the number of patents received;
‘‘(iii) the number of executed royalty-bear-

ing licenses, both exclusive and non-exclu-
sive, and the time elapsed from the date the
license was requested to the date the license
was issued;

‘‘(iv) the total earned royalty income in-
cluding such statistical information as the
total earned royalty income of the top 1 per-
cent, 5 percent, and 20 percent of the li-
censes, the range of royalty income, and the
median;

‘‘(v) the number of licenses terminated;
and

‘‘(vi) any other parameters or discussion
that the agency deems relevant or unique to
its practice of technology transfer.

‘‘(3) COPY TO SECRETARY; CONGRESS.—The
agency shall transmit a copy of the report to
the Secretary of Commerce for inclusion in
the annual report to Congress and the Presi-
dent as set forth in subsection (g)(2) below.

‘‘(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The agency is
also strongly encouraged to make the re-
quired information available to the public
through web sites or other electronic
means.’’;

(3) by striking subsection (g)(2) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(2) REPORTS.—
‘‘(A) ANNUAL REPORT REQUIRED.—The Sec-

retary shall submit each fiscal year, begin-
ning one year after enactment of the Tech-
nology Transfer Commercialization Act of
1999, a summary report to the President and
the Congress on the use by the agencies and
the Secretary of the authorities specified in
this Act and in sections 207, 208, and 209 of
title 35, United States Code.

‘‘(B) CONTENT.—The report shall—
‘‘(i) draw upon the reports prepared by the

agencies under subsection (f);
‘‘(ii) discuss technology transfer best prac-

tices, lessons learned, and successful ap-
proaches in the licensing and transfer of
technology in the context of the agencies’
missions; and

‘‘(iii) discuss the progress made toward de-
velopment of useful measures of the out-
comes of these programs.
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‘‘(C) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary

shall make the report available to the public
through Internet websites or other elec-
tronic means.’’; and

(4) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(h) DUPLICATION OF REPORTING.—The re-
porting obligations imposed by this section—

‘‘(1) are not intended to impose require-
ments that duplicate requirements imposed
by the Government Performance and Results
Act of 1993 (31 US.C. 1101 nt); and

‘‘(2) are to be implemented in coordination
with the implementation of that Act.’’.

(b) ROYALTIES.—Section 14(c) of the Ste-
venson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of
1980 (15 U.S.C. 3710c(c)) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(c) REPORTS.—At least once every 5 years,
beginning one year after enactment of the
Technology Transfer Commercialization Act
of 1999, the Comptroller General shall trans-
mit a report to the appropriate committee of
the Senate and House of Representatives on
the effectiveness of the various programs in
this Act, including findings, conclusions, and
recommendations for improvements in such
programs.’’.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise
today to support the Technology
Transfer Commercialization Act of
1999.

Technology transfer is a crucial link
in the process that transforms research
results into commercially viable prod-
ucts. The federal government’s involve-
ment in technology transfer arises nat-
urally from its desire to encourage
usage and commercialization of inno-
vations resulting from federally-funded
research. However, it is through fur-
ther development, refinement, and
marketing by the private sector that
research results become diffused
throughout the economy and generate
growth. The private sector’s active and
timely participation in this process
must be strongly encouraged if our
competitiveness is to be enhanced.

Patents and licensing rights play key
roles in the technology transfer process
in that they provide strong economic
incentives to industry. Studies have
shown that research funding accounts
for only 25 percent of the costs associ-
ated with bringing a new product to
market. Increasingly, patent ownership
is used as a means to recoup the invest-
ment through the incoming royalty
stream. In addition, actual experience
and studies concluded that if compa-
nies do not control the results of their
investments, they are less likely to en-
gage in related research and develop-
ment.

Existing legislation encourages the
transfer of technologies and closer col-
laborations between the Federal labs
and industry by allowing the industry
partners to obtain title to inventions
that result from these collaborations.
The Stevenson-Wydler Act and subse-
quent amendments created a frame-
work to facilitate cooperative and de-
velopment agreement (CRADAs) be-
tween industry and the Federal labs.
The Bayh-Dole Act and subsequent
amendments established policies for
the licensing of federally-funded inven-
tions.

The Technology Commercialization
Act of 1999 improves upon both Steven-

son-Wydler and Bayh-Dole by taking
into consideration the increased com-
petition in the marketplace. Provisions
include streamlining the licensing pro-
cedure, and encouraging use of the
electronic media to shorten the time
requirements for public notice. This is
in accordance with the fast pace re-
quired for doing business today. Other
provisions include clarifications of cri-
teria for granting any license, as well
as exclusive and partially exclusive li-
censes.

Although technology transfer is im-
portant, such transfer should not com-
promise national security or substan-
tially reduce competition in the mar-
ketplace. In response to these con-
cerns, the Act requires the Office of
Science and Technology Policy to
study existing practices of CRADA cre-
ation in the agencies, and issue a re-
port outlining review procedures for
the creation of certain types of
CRADAs.

The Act also lays the groundwork for
a better understanding of the tech-
nology transfer process. Although
there is consensus on the role of tech-
nology transfer in economic growth,
there are no existing measures for un-
derstanding how much technology is
transferred or how well the process
works. Relevant questions include is
the technology that is being trans-
ferred useful or successful, and are the
inventions being produced in the fed-
eral labs relevant to the marketplace.
As we transition into a knowledge-
based economy, the management of
knowledge movement will play a key
role in sustaining our competitiveness.

In summary, technology transfer is
crucial to our national economic
growth. Therefore, both Senator
Rockefeller and I ask for your support
in enhancing our competitiveness and
encouraging industry to work together
with our federal agencies to create the
best technologies possible.
f

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 101

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
101, a bill to promote trade in United
States agricultural commodities, live-
stock, and value-added products, and to
prepare for future bilateral and multi-
lateral trade negotiations.

S. 296

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
296, a bill to provide for continuation of
the Federal research investment in a
fiscally sustainable way, and for other
purposes.

S. 322

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 322, a bill to amend title 4, United
States Code, to add the Martin Luther
King Jr. holiday to the list of days on
which the flag should especially be dis-
played.

S. 331

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 331, a bill to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to expand the availability of
health care coverage for working indi-
viduals with disabilities, to establish a
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency
Program in the Social Security Admin-
istration to provide such individuals
with meaningful opportunities to work,
and for other purposes.

S. 335

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
names of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DODD) and the Senator from West
Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER) were added
as cosponsors of S. 335, a bill to amend
chapter 30 of title 39, United States
Code, to provide for the nonmailability
of certain deceptive matter relating to
games of chance, administrative proce-
dures, orders, and civil penalties relat-
ing to such matter, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 336

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 336, a bill to curb decep-
tive and misleading games of chance
mailings, to provide Federal agencies
with additional investigative tools to
police such mailings, to establish addi-
tional penalties for such mailings, and
for other purposes.

S. 386

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the
names of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. HAGEL), the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) and
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT)
were added as cosponsors of S. 386, a
bill to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide for tax-exempt
bond financing of certain electric fa-
cilities.

S. 398

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. ABRAHAM) and the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI) were
added as cosponsors of S. 398, a bill to
require the Secretary of the Treasury
to mint coins in commemoration of Na-
tive American history and culture.

S. 425

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
425, a bill to require the approval of
Congress for the imposition of any new
unilateral agricultural sanction, or any
new unilateral sanction with respect to
medicine, medical supplies, or medical
equipment, against a foreign country.

S. 459

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
459, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the State
ceiling on private activity bonds.

S. 530

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
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530, a bill to amend the Act commonly
known as the ‘‘Export Apple and Pear
Act’’ to limit the applicability of that
Act to apples.

S. 531

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD), the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL), the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
BUNNING) and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 531, a bill to authorize
the President to award a gold medal on
behalf of the Congress to Rosa Parks in
recognition of her contributions to the
Nation.

S. 566

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
566, a bill to amend the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 to exempt agricul-
tural commodities, livestock, and
value-added products from unilateral
economic sanctions, to prepare for fu-
ture bilateral and multilateral trade
negotiations affecting United States
agriculture, and for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 566, supra.

S. 595

At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 595, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to establish a
graduated response to shrinking do-
mestic oil and gas production and surg-
ing foreign oil imports, and for other
purposes.

S. 662

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED) and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. DODD) were added as
cosponsors of S. 662, a bill to amend
title XIX of the Social Security Act to
provide medical assistance for certain
women screened and found to have
breast or cervical cancer under a feder-
ally funded screening program.

S. 665

At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
665, a bill to amend the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 to prohibit the consideration of
retroactive tax increases.

S. 669

At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 669, a bill to amend the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act to ensure
compliance by Federal facilities with
pollution control requirements.

S. 676

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Maryland
(Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 676, a bill to locate and secure

the return of Zachary Baumel, a cit-
izen of the United States, and other
Israeli soldiers missing in action.

S. 680

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
680, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permanently ex-
tend the research credit, and for other
purposes.

S. 720

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
SMITH), the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN), the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), the Sen-
ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) and
the Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH)
were added as cosponsors of S. 720, a
bill to promote the development of a
government in the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)
based on democratic principles and the
rule of law, and that respects inter-
nationally recognized human rights, to
assist the victims of Serbian oppres-
sion, to apply measures against the
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and for
other purposes.

S. 737

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. ROBB), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. LUGAR) and the Senator from
Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 737, a bill to amend title
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide States with options for providing
family planning services and supplies
to women eligible for medical assist-
ance under the medicaid program.

S. 746

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) and the Senator from Kentucky
(Mr. MCCONNELL) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 746, a bill to provide for
analysis of major rules, to promote the
public’s right to know the costs and
benefits of major rules, and to increase
the accountability of quality of Gov-
ernment.

S. 755

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 755, a bill to extend the period for
compliance with certain ethical stand-
ards for Federal prosecutors.

S. 767

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
767, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a 2-month
extension for the due date for filing a
tax return for any member of a uni-
formed service on a tour of duty out-
side the United States for a period
which includes the normal due date for
such filing.

At the request of Mr. FITZGERALD, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
767, supra.

At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.

COLLINS), the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. FRIST) and the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. HAGEL) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 767, supra.

S. 784

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the names of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) and
the Senator from California (Mrs.
BOXER) were added as cosponsors of S.
784, a bill to establish a demonstration
project to study and provide coverage
of routine patient care costs for medi-
care beneficiaries with cancer who are
enrolled in an approved clinical trial
program.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 12

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 12, a concur-
rent resolution requesting that the
United States Postal Service issue a
commemorative postage stamp hon-
oring the 100th anniversary of the
founding of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars of the United States.

At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the
name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 12,
supra.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 19

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
MCCAIN) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 19, a
concurrent resolution concerning anti-
Semitic statements made by members
of the Duma of the Russian Federation.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 25

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of
Senate Concurrent Resolution 25, a
concurrent resolution urging the Con-
gress and the President to fully fund
the Federal Government’s obligation
under the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act.

SENATE RESOLUTION 29

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mr. SCHUMER) and the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. GRASSLEY) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 29, a res-
olution to designate the week of May 2,
1999, as ‘‘National Correctional Officers
and Employees Week’’.

SENATE RESOLUTION 33

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Alabama
(Mr. SESSIONS), the Senator from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) and the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) were added as co-
sponsors of Senate Resolution 33, a res-
olution designating May 1999 as ‘‘Na-
tional Military Appreciation Month.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 34

At the request of Mr. TORRICELLI, the
names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr.
BRYAN), the Senator from New York
(Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator from
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Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN), the Sen-
ator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) and the
Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. REED)
were added as cosponsors of Senate
Resolution 34, a resolution designating
the week beginning April 30, 1999, as
‘‘National Youth Fitness Week.’’
f

SENATE RESOLUTION 76—TO COM-
MEND THE PURDUE UNIVERSITY
WOMEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM ON
WINNING THE 1999 NATIONAL
COLLEGIATE ATHLETIC ASSOCIA-
TION WOMEN’S BASKETBALL
CHAMPIONSHIP

Mr. BAYH (for himself and Mr.
LUGAR) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. RES. 76

Whereas the Purdue University Lady Boil-
ermakers (Lady Boilers) won their first Na-
tional Championship in the National Colle-
giate Athletic Association women’s basket-
ball tournament on March 28, 1999;

Whereas the Lady Boilers finished the 1998-
99 season with an outstanding record, win-
ning 34 games, including 32 consecutive vic-
tories;

Whereas the Lady Boilers proudly brought
Purdue University its first ever NCAA cham-
pionship in any women’s sport, and did so
with skill matched by grace and dignity;

Whereas the Lady Boilers claimed the first
ever NCAA women’s basketball champion-
ship by any member of the Big Ten Athletic
Conference; and

Whereas the Lady Boilers have brought
great pride and distinction to the State of
Indiana: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate commends the
Purdue University Lady Boilers basketball
team for winning the National Collegiate
Athletic Association women’s basketball na-
tional championship.

f

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND
TRANSPORTATION

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be allowed to meet on
Wednesday, April 14, 1999, at 9:30 a.m.
on the investigation of Olympic scan-
dals in room SD–106 of the Dirksen
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet
during the session of the Senate on
Wednesday, April 14, for purposes of
conducting a closed full committee
hearing which is scheduled to begin at
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this oversight
hearing is to receive testimony on
damage to the national security from
Chinese espionage at DOE nuclear
weapons laboratories.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, the
Finance Committee requests unani-
mous consent to conduct a hearing on
Wednesday, April 14, 1999, beginning at
10 a.m. in room 215 Dirksen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent on behalf of the
Governmental Affairs Committee to
meet on April 14, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. for
a hearing on the Independent Counsel
Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Committee on Indian Affairs be au-
thorized to meet during the session of
the Senate on Wednesday, April 14,
1999, at 1:45 p.m. to conduct an over-
sight hearing on Welfare Reform in In-
dian Country. The hearing will be held
in room 485 of the Russell Senate Office
Building.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Select
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, April 14, 1999, at
2 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND

FINANCE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Trade and
Finance of the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, April 14, 1999, to
conduct a hearing on the ‘‘Export Con-
trol Process’’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Immigration, of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee, be author-
ized to meet during the session of the
Senate on Wednesday, April 14, 1999, at
10 a.m. to hold a hearing in room 226,
Senate Dirksen Office Building, on:
‘‘The Kosovo Refugee Crisis.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON READINESS AND
MANAGEMENT SUPPORT

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate Armed Services Subcommittee on
Readiness and Management Support be
authorized to meet at 2 p.m. on
Wednesday, April 14, 1999, in open ses-
sion, to receive testimony on the sta-
tus of financial management within
the Department of Defense.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STRATEGIC SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Stra-
tegic Subcommittee of the Committee
on Armed Services be authorized to
meet on Wednesday, April 14, 1999, at
9:30 a.m. in open session, to receive tes-
timony on strategic nuclear forces and
policy, in review of the defense author-
ization request for fiscal year 2000 and
the Future Years Defense Program.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

f

NATIONAL BLUE RIBBON SCHOOL

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise
today to honor a tremendous accom-
plishment. Middle School South in
Harrison Township, Michigan, has been
selected as a Michigan Exemplary
School and a National Blue Ribbon
School for 1997–98.

Middle School South of the L’Anse
Creuse Public Schools, was one of two
schools in the State of Michigan be-
stowed the honor of National Blue Rib-
bon School by the U.S. Department of
Education. This selection is a tribute
to the time and effort that the parents,
administrators, teachers, and students
have put into building an excellent
learning environment. This prestigious
award demonstrates what hard work
and commitment can produce.

Again, congratulations to all the
teachers and students at Middle School
South and the entire L’Anse Creuse
Public School District. This is a distin-
guished award, and they deserve it. I
wish them continued prosperity, and
many more years of success.∑

f

HONORING DANIEL C. TWEEDALL
II

∑ Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the outstanding
achievement of Daniel Tweedall from
Evansville, Indiana. On February 28,
1999, Daniel Tweedall was announced
the fifth place National winner in the
1999 Voice of Democracy Program. For
his fine performance, Daniel will re-
ceive a $5,000 Scholarship Award pro-
vided by the Veterans of Foreign Wars
and its Ladies Auxiliary.

A Junior at Evansville Central High
School, Daniel submitted his winning
audio essay script entitled, ‘‘My Serv-
ice to America’’ to the Indiana Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars Voice of Democ-
racy contest. This beautiful essay was
judged the winner from more than 1,500
entries submitted by Indiana student
competitors in the 1998–1999 competi-
tion. Daniel’s essay then went on to its
fifth place finish in the nationwide
competition. More than 80,000 students
participated in this year’s contest.

Daniel’s moving essay described how
the speech given by one of his govern-
ment teachers following the drive-by
shooting of the teacher’s sister had in-
spired him to serve America as the
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teacher’s sister had. Daniel explained
how he chose to serve America through
community service in such organiza-
tions as Habitat for Humanity. Daniel
wrote, ‘‘I know that every time I help
the woman next door shovel her walk
when it snows, serve a hot meal at the
rescue mission, or simply walk down
the street and smile at someone, the
flame from my already burning torch
warms the heart, making them want to
do more for others and believe in the
youth of America.’’ Daniel now hopes
he will inspire others to also serve our
country through military service, pub-
lic office, or community service.

After graduation, Daniel plans to at-
tend either DePauw University or the
University of Notre Dame where he ex-
pects to pursue a career in medicine.
Daniel is the President of his class, the
vice-president of the school’s speech
team, and the Secretary of the school’s
Spanish club. In addition to Habitat for
Humanity, Daniel is also involved in
the Evansville Rescue Mission and
Teen Power.

I commend Daniel on his tremendous
accomplishment. Not only has he won
a very competitive essay contest, he
has also demonstrated the finest quali-
ties of leadership, national service, and
community involvement. I hope that
his example will inspire others to serve
our country.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO JIM THORPE

∑ Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise today to pay tribute to Jim Thorpe
as he is being considered in the selec-
tion of Athlete of the Century. Penn-
sylvania has a historic affiliation to
this great man, of whom a borough in
Carbon County Pennsylvania is named
for.

Jim Thorpe is the only American
athlete to ever excel, as an amateur
and as a professional, in three major
sports; track and field, football and
baseball.

As an amateur in track and field,
Thorpe won the pentathlon and the de-
cathlon at the Amateur Athletic
Union’s (AAU) National Championship
Trials in Boston, prior to the 1912
Olympics. He went on to represent Sac,
Fox Nation and the United States in
the 1912 Olympic Games in Stockholm,
Sweden, and became the first U.S. ath-
lete to win the decathlon and the only
athlete in the world to win both the de-
cathlon and the pentathlon during one
Olympic year. These athletic feats and
the subsequent worldwide publicity
helped to establish the viability of the
Olympics.

Thorpe’s major league baseball ca-
reer consisted of playing with the New
York Giants, the Cincinnati Reds and
the Boston Braves, in which he ended
the 1919 season with a .327 average.

His amateur football record was es-
tablished while he was a student at the
Carlisle Indian School in Pennsylvania
and was chosen to Walter Camp’s First
Team All American Half-Back in 1911
and 1912. A founding father of profes-

sional football, Thorpe became the
first elected president of the American
Professional Football Association, now
known as the National Football
League. He was voted America’s Great-
est All-Around Male Athlete and cho-
sen as the greatest football player of
the half-century in 1950 by an Associ-
ated Press Poll of sports writers. He
was also named the Greatest American
Football Player in History in a 1977 na-
tional poll conducted by Sport Maga-
zine.

Because of his outstanding sports
achievements, Thorpe was inducted
into the National Indian Hall of Fame,
the Helms Professional Football Hall
of Fame, the Professional Football
Hall of Fame in Canton, Ohio, the Na-
tional Track and Field Hall of Fame,
and the Pennsylvania and Oklahoma
Halls of Fame.

Mr. President, Jim Thorpe’s immeas-
urable sports achievements have long
been an inspiration to America’s
youth, as well as to the youth of Penn-
sylvania. I ask my colleagues to join
with me in paying tribute to Jim
Thorpe for his renowned accomplish-
ments, as he is considered for Athlete
of the Century in 2000.∑
f

JOYCE CHIANG

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I
wish to acknowledge the life and pass-
ing of Joyce Chiang, the sister of a
member of my staff, John Chiang. I ex-
tend my deepest condolences to all the
members of Joyce’s family and to the
many friends who are grieving today
over her loss.

A young woman of great talent and
promise, Joyce touched the lives of
many through her vivacious spirit and
dedication to her community. She will
long be remembered and greatly
missed.

At the age of 28, Joyce had already
demonstrated a strong commitment to
public service. Most recently, she
worked as an attorney for the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service.
Prior to joining the INS, Joyce was a
staff member for Congressman Howard
Berman. She served as the Student
Body President at Smith College,
where she graduated in 1992. In her
spare time, Joyce volunteered for local
charities.

After Joyce disappeared one night in
January, her friends and family began
organizing to find her. They posted fli-
ers, wore yellow ribbons,, and held
weekly candlelight vigils for her safe
return. These vigils, which were held
both in Washington and in California,
were attended by hundreds of people—
a testament to Joyce’s ability to touch
people’s lives in a special way. Trag-
ically, the search for Joyce Chiang
ended with the terrible news that her
life had been taken.

Joyce was a young person full of en-
ergy, intelligence, and generosity. She
was deeply dedicated to improving our
communities and had only begun to
make her contribution to our society.

Her passing is a loss not only for her
friends and family, but for all of us in
the greater community in which she
lived.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO GEORGE R.
STEPHENS

∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, it is with
mixed emotions that I offer this con-
gratulatory statement to George R.
Stephens, a long-time GPO liaison to
the Senate Republican Policy Com-
mittee, on the eve of his retirement.
George has been a part of the Policy
Committee family for so long that
we’ve practically forgotten he’s on a
different payroll. In fact, his tenure
with the Committee long precedes my
service as Committee Chairman.

But, let’s start at the beginning.
George R. Stephens began his employ-
ment with the Government Printing
Office in 1969, following in his moth-
er’s—and his grandmother’s—footsteps.
George’s mother, Ella Stephens, joined
GPO in 1950 as a ‘‘clerk-typist.’’
George’s first GPO job was a Linotype
operator. After a short stint in the pri-
vate sector, George returned to work
at GPO’s headquarters for about 10
years. In January of 1981, he began his
18-year service as a GPO liaison to the
U.S. Senate, assigned to the Repub-
lican Policy Committee (RPC) as a
printer/proofreader. The position in-
cluded aiding the RPC in publishing its
Record Vote Analysis, a publication
the Committee has provided contin-
ually since its inception in 1947.

George has served under four Policy
Committee chairmen: John Tower of
Texas; Bill Armstrong of Colorado; DON
NICKLES; and now myself. It must have
been a challenge for a nonpartisan fed-
eral employee to work in the single
large committee room that houses the
dedicated, outspoken, and decidedly
opinionated RPC staff, engaged in
near-constant discourse about how to
solve the problems of the day. To his
credit, George’s professionalism and
nonpartisanship never wavered, yet he
is accepted as a full-fledged member of
our Policy Committee family. I think
it’s fair to say he appreciates our par-
ty’s dedication to keeping government
in its place—that is, good government,
but not Big Government.

George has certainly been an ener-
getic advocate for the good government
work of his employer, Congress’ print-
er. In a letter to the editor to Roll Call
in 1995 responding to that newspaper’s
call for increased privatization of GPO
services, George wrote, ‘‘. . . There
isn’t another printing company on this
earth capable of producing such large
jobs so quickly and with the high
standards to which Members have be-
come accustomed. Newcomers to Wash-
ington quickly learn that GPO prints
and delivers the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD and the Federal Register on a
daily basis. They also learn that its
ability to have printed bills and other
documents available within hours of
their drafting is essential to the
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smooth and timely operation of Senate
proceedings.’’

George’s years of service with the
GPO span an era of unprecedented
growth in technology. From type-
writers and hot metal typesetting, to
so-called cold press, to computer desk-
top publishing, fiber optics, CD-Rom’s
and online publishing, George has wit-
nessed truly revolutionary changes to
the world of printing. However, one
thing has not changed: our govern-
ment’s commitment to assure public
access to government information.
George is part of that proud tradition.

While some witnesses to a revolution
turn and run in fear of the unknown,
George has embraced each development
along the way. His eagerness to keep
up with changing technology has been
an asset to our Committee, but his ea-
gerness is not limited to technology.
This is a man who loves his job. With a
record that likely competes with any
postman, George travels 60 miles each
way every day to arrive at work on
time, no matter the weather or traffic
conditions. His dedication is commend-
able.

But George will not be remembered
simply for his work as our Committee’s
GPO liaison. He’s also an avid ham
radio operator, and for 13 years has
served as president of the Capitol Hill
Amateur Radio Society. The club was
formally established in 1969, and, at the
urging of Senator Barry Goldwater of
Arizona, it established a station in the
Russell Senate office building. That
station has been maintained on a vol-
untary basis, without any government
funds, ever since. Over the years, the
club has stood ready to provide com-
munications in the event of a disaster,
and to help connect military personnel
overseas with their friends or family
members. In one of its many accom-
plishments under George’s leadership,
the club in 1991 hosted a commemora-
tion of the bicentennial of the birth of
Samuel F.B. Morse, by reenacting
Morse’s historic 1844 message, ‘‘What
hath God wrought!’’ from the Nation’s
Capitol to Baltimore. The telegraph in-
struments used for the re-enactment
were loaned by the Smithsonian Insti-
tution, and because the society’s mem-
bers are proficient in Morse code, the
re-enactment was historically accu-
rate.

Yet, things have a way of changing.
Like hot metal typesetting, ham radio
is truly a phenomenon of the 20th cen-
tury. The advent of the computer and
the Internet age have reduced ham ra-
dio’s appeal. And so now, when George
goes, so too goes the Capitol Hill Ama-
teur Radio Club. On George’s last day
of government service, April 30, the
club will disband, the equipment will
be donated to a foundation, the an-
tenna removed from the Russell roof.
The callsign ‘‘W3USS’’ will remain
alive but inactive. This marks the end
of a remarkable era.

So, let us look to the future. George
and his wife Bea live in a little south-
ern Maryland town called Avenue. His

house is right on the water, but George
doesn’t own a boat. He says he’s never
had time for boating. Now, he’s looking
at buying a nice little 24-foot or 30-foot
‘‘party boat’’ so he can host friends in
an occasional leisure-filled afternoon
on the lower Potomac. Perhaps, after
that little purchase, he won’t miss us
all quite so much!

In closing, on behalf of myself, and of
the current and former staff of the U.S.
Senate Republican Policy Committee, I
wish to offer heartfelt thanks for
George’s many valuable years of serv-
ice, and our hopes that he and his wife
enjoy many happy and healthy years of
retirement. We truly cannot give
enough thanks to someone who has
dedicated himself to making sure we
Senators—literally—dot our ‘i’s’ and
cross our ‘t’s’.∑
f

JACKIE EBRON

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this
past Sunday the Queens Jewish Com-
munity Council honored an important
member of the staff of the Metropoli-
tan New York Coordinating Council on
Jewish Poverty (Met Council). Her
name is Jackie Ebron and she helps
serve the more than 100,000 clients who
are helped by this remarkable organi-
zation. Ms. Ebron, the Met Council’s
longest serving employee and Director
of Crisis Intervention is an African-
American whose exceptional service to
impoverished Jewish New Yorkers was
recently highlighted in New York’s
Jewish Week newspaper.

In the past seven years the Met
Council has developed 1300 units of spe-
cial needs housing for the elderly, men-
tally ill and the homeless; every day
they provide nearly three thousand
poor elderly individuals with home
care services; they provide job place-
ment to more than one thousand peo-
ple a year and have trained more than
20,000 home attendants since 1993.
Their food programs impact on the
lives of well over 100,000 people and
they also provide furniture and cloth-
ing to thousands. The Met Council’s co-
ordination of a network of two dozen
Jewish Community Councils across
New York City helps deliver services
where they are needed in a timely and
efficient manner. The Met Council is
also one of the most efficient non-prof-
it organizations today. They spend 98%
of their budget on programs and serv-
ices; only 2% is spent on administra-
tion.

I ask that the Jewish Week article on
Jackie Ebron be printed in the RECORD.

The article follows:
[From the Jewish Week, Mar. 19, 1999]

THEY CALL HER ‘MITZVAH MAMA’

(By Heather Robinson)

By the time she was 8 years old, Jackie
Ebron, who is soon to become the first Afri-
can-American to receive the Queens Jewish
Community Council’s Chesed Award, had
begun helping the elderly.

Growing up in the Grant Projects on 125th
Street, her family had an elderly neighbor
who rarely left her apartment.

‘‘My mother would never send me to the
store that I didn’t knock on this woman’s
door and ask, ‘Do you need a loaf of bread or
milk?’ ’’ recalled Ebron on a recent after-
noon. ‘‘So [the motivation to help] was with
was a child.’’

Ebron has channeled that motivation into
more than two decades of work helping the
elderly and others in need. Over the years,
she has visited more than 5,000 needy homes
and helped many thousands more clients
over the phone. And through her work, she
quickly overcame an initial prejudice: ‘‘In
my background,’’ she says, ‘‘the words Jew-
ish and poor didn’t go together. But there is
a very big Jewish poor population at the pov-
erty level or below.’’

Now the director of crisis intervention
services for the Metropolitan Coordinating
Council on Jewish Poverty (Met Council) in
Manhattan, Ebron will receive the Chesed
Award on Sunday at the Third Annual In-
stallation Breakfast of the Queens Jewish
Community Council (QJCC). Shea Stadium’s
Diamond Club, the site of the event, will go
kosher for the first time in honor of the
breakfast for the QJCC, an organization rep-
resenting more than 90 synagogues and Jew-
ish organizations throughout the borough.

At the event, Ebron will share her honor
with Jane Blumenstein, family violence cri-
sis specialist for Met Council. The pair has
been selected because of the extraordinary
dedication they bring to their work, accord-
ing to Manny Behar, executive director of
the QJCC. He added that he and other offi-
cers of the QJCC chose this year’s recipients,
as they always do, based on character.

‘‘We always give the award to someone
who exemplifies chesed, which is Hebrew for
acts of loving kindness, and this time, one of
the people we selected happens to be African-
American and non-Jewish,’’ he said.

Because the QJCC and Met Council work
together frequently, Behar said he has had
many opportunities to observe the rare sen-
sitivity and respect for people which Ebron—
whose colleagues call her ‘‘Mitzvah Mama’’—
brings to her work.

Behar recently watched Ebron provide as-
sistance to a homeless, mentally ill man, and
he admired her manner. ‘‘The patience and
understanding she showed him were abso-
lutely inspiring,’’ he recalled.

According to Peter Brest, chief operation
officer at Met Council, Ebron ‘‘combines a
great and giving heart with a common sense
approach to problem solving.’’

While Met Council, which receives public
funding, assists many needy non-Jews, it
also receives private funds and specifically
targets Jewish poverty. The result is that
about 80 percent of Ebron’s clients are Jews,
a fact which is no obstacle to her dedication.

‘‘To me it doesn’t matter what race or reli-
gion you are,’’ she said. ‘‘If you are hungry
or homeless, I see your need.’’

A social worker for more than 25 years,
Ebron, 48, grew up in Harlem, the eldest of
seven children raised by a single mother. She
attended Washington Irving High School in
Gramercy, which was an all-girls school at
the time.

After graduating, she started working at
Heights Senior Citizens’ Center, where her
responsibilities entailed escorting elderly
people to the bank and helping them with fi-
nancial transactions. That was during the
’70s, before direct deposit, when older people
carrying social security checks were fre-
quently targets for thieves.

That job was followed by a stint as an in-
vestigator for the mid-Bronx Senior Citizens’
Council, a position that involved a large
amount of what she describes as ‘‘leg work’’
to find elderly people in need.

Met Council hired her in 1977 to work on a
special project arranged by a donor. In that
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capacity, she made home visits to needy
families, and reported what she observed to
the benefactor, who then provided financial
aid to the neediest cases.

After a series of other jobs, five years ago,
Met Council appointed Ebron director of cri-
sis intervention services. A supervisor of six
employees, she deals directly with clients,
working to provide them with assistance
from Met Council and a host of additional
agencies. That assistance can take many
forms, such as securing job training for a
young immigrant, providing funds to prevent
an elderly woman from being evicted, or ar-
ranging temporary nursing help for a woman
who has just given birth to multiple chil-
dren. About 65 percent of her clients are el-
derly, 25 percent are families and the rest are
young single people, Ebron said.

As an African-American woman serving
the needs of a mostly Jewish population
Ebron has encountered resistance on both
sides of the racial and religious divide.

‘‘I’ve been asked, ‘How come a black
woman is in charge of Jewish money?’ ’’ said
Ebron, adding that she responds, ‘‘ ‘Does it
matter what I look like? What matters is I’m
able to serve you to help you overcome your
problem.’ ’’

Similarly, she said, African American col-
leagues have questioned her choice to work
for a Jewish agency.

‘‘I’ll say to them, ‘My clients are Jewish.
Well, I didn’t know. I was so focused on the
fact that they’re people who need my help.’
Usually when I answer that way there’s no
problem, no fight . . . It seems my calling is
above all of that.’’

Ebron, who is single and describes herself
as ‘‘married to [her] job,’’ said she is grati-
fied to work for an agency which began mod-
estly and has since launched an array of life-
and hope-sustaining programs.

‘‘After 21 years I feel I made the right
choice,’’ she said.∑

f

RECOGNITION OF THE MISSOURI
INVITATIONAL CELEBRITY TUR-
KEY HUNT

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I rise
today to recognize the annual Missouri
Invitational Celebrity Turkey Hunt
sponsored by the MITCH club. This
year marks the 12th anniversary of this
charity event. The weekend of April 23–
25, celebrities from all over the country
will come to Warsaw, Missouri, to par-
ticipate in the hunt. This year’s par-
ticipants include celebrities from many
different fields including Marty Kove,
who has appeared in such movies as
The Karate Kid and The Rock; Ed
Hearn, former Major League Baseball
player; Jack Rudney, former Kansas
City Chief; Dave Watson of the
Oakridge Boys, and many others. Sev-
eral corporate sponsors also donate
time and money to this event. Fol-
lowing the hunt, there is an auction of
items that have been donated by var-
ious celebrities, sponsors, as well as
local and national wildlife artists.

The money collected from this week-
end of activities is donated to various
charitable organizations including
Children’s Mercy Hospital and local
victims of natural disasters. Over the
last 12 year’s, more than $25,000 have
been donated to Children’s Mercy Hos-
pital and over $25,000 to other local
charities for a total of more than
$50,000 in charitable contributions from
this event.

Mr. President, I commend the MITCH
club for their efforts and wish them
much success in this year’s event, as
well as many more years of giving back
to the community.∑
f

HONORING MEDICAL LABORATORY
WEEK IN INDIANA

∑ Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I take the
floor today to bring to the attention of
my colleagues Indiana’s celebration of
Medical Laboratory Week.

In the world of health care, it is easy
to forget that quality medical testing
and exceptional patient care is a team
effort. Doctors are the visible element
in this complex harmony, but there is
another, less visible, but equally im-
portant element involved.

Medical laboratory professionals are
highly-trained health personnel who
perform and evaluate those medical
laboratory tests necessary to detect,
diagnose, and monitor treatment of
diseases. They also help to prevent dis-
eases, while at the same time tirelessly
working to develop new methods of
combating them. These dedicated men
and women save countless lives each
day through their firm commitment to
a healthier community.

Laboratory medicine is an honorable
profession, in its constant and con-
sistent dedication to the well-being of
the greater community. Let us not for-
get that it is also an inseparable and
invaluable part of health care without
the often-unsung efforts of these fine
people, medicine as we know it would
not exist.

I therefore ask my colleagues, as well
as all citizens, to join me and the State
of Indiana in recognizing and sup-
porting the vital service provided by
medical laboratory professionals.∑
f

TRIBUTE TO CORNERSTONE COL-
LEGE MEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President. I rise
today to honor the men’s basketball
team of Cornerstone College in Grand
Rapids, Michigan, and their coach, Kim
Elders. This outstanding team recently
reached the pinnacle of success by win-
ning the NAIA Division II National
Championship for basketball last
month.

The Golden Eagles of Cornerstone
have received an honor that is reserved
for only one team each year. This
achievement is the product of hard
work, determination, and dedication
which was present throughout the
Golden Eagles’ season. The common
focus of the team members was deter-
mined early in the pre-season as they
declared themselves to be On A Mis-
sion.’’ Throughout the regular season
and continuing into the playoffs, Cor-
nerstone subdued their opponents
amassing an amazing record of 37 wins
and only three losses, thereby earning
the #1 rank in the national polls. At
the national tournament in Nampa,
Idaho, they proved that they deserved
that rank by defeating all challengers.

Their exciting season peaked at the
championship game, in which Corner-
stone beat the two-time defending na-
tional champion, Bethel, in an exciting
overtime final.

The achievements of the basketball
team will be seen by many as a way to
promote the glory of sport and the ex-
cellence of Cornerstone in particular.
Interestingly however, these aspects
are not the focus at Cornerstone Col-
lege. Rather, Cornerstone has followed
its motto of Academic Excellence,
Christian Commitment,’’ by using bas-
ketball and their team’s success as a
medium to bring the Christian message
to others. This being the case, the
men’s basketball team has not only
brought a sense of pride to Cornerstone
College and the greater community,
but their success has been a platform
for bringing the hope of Christ to all
who hear about their championship.

Mr. President, the men’s basketball
team of Cornerstone College has shown
itself to be a group of unique and tal-
ented individuals. I commend them for
their dedication and hard work and
honor them for the success that it has
brought them. Furthermore, I com-
mend Cornerstone College for its
unique and important message and for
their faithfulness in making it heard. I
ask my colleagues to join me in hon-
oring the men’s basketball team of
Cornerstone College for their success in
becoming the 1999 NAIA national
champions.∑
f

CORRECTION TO THE RECORD

In the RECORD of April 12, 1999, the
texts of S. 293 and H. Con. Res. 68 were
inadvertently transposed. The material
should have read as follows:
f

SAN JUAN COLLEGE LAND
CONVEYANCE

The text of S. 293, a bill to direct the
Secretaries of Agriculture and Interior
to convey certain lands in San Juan
County, New Mexico, to San Juan Col-
lege, as passed by the Senate on March
25, 1999, follows:

S. 293

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. OLD JICARILLA ADMINISTRATIVE

SITE.
(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.—Not later

than one year after the date of completion of
the survey referred to in subsection (b), the
Secretary of the Interior shall convey to San
Juan College, in Farmington, New Mexico,
subject to the terms, conditions, and res-
ervations under subsection (c), all right,
title, and interest of the United States in
and to a parcel of real property (including
any improvements on the land) not to exceed
20 acres known as the ‘‘Old Jicarilla Site’’ lo-
cated in San Juan County, New Mexico
(T29N; R5W; portions of sections 29 and 30).

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact
acreage and legal description of the real
property conveyed under subsection (a) shall
be determined by a survey satisfactory to
the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of
Agriculture, and the President of San Juan



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3719April 14, 1999
College. The cost of the survey shall be borne
by San Juan College.

(c) TERMS, CONDITIONS, AND RESERVA-
TIONS.—

(1) Notwithstanding exceptions of applica-
tion under the Recreation and Public Pur-
poses Act (43 U.S.C. 869(c)), consideration for
the conveyance described in subsection (a)
shall be—

(A) an amount that is consistent with the
Bureau of Land Management special pricing
program for Governmental entities under the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act; and

(B) an agreement between the Secretaries
of the Interior and Agriculture and San Juan
College indemnifying the Government of the
United States from all liability of the Gov-
ernment that arises from the property.

(2) The lands conveyed by this Act shall be
used for educational and recreational pur-
poses. If such lands cease to be used for such
purposes, at the option of the United States,
such lands will revert to the United States.

(3) The Secretary of Agriculture shall iden-
tify any reservations of rights-of-way for in-
gress, egress, and utilities as the Secretary
deems appropriate.

(4) The conveyance described in subsection
(a) shall be subject to valid existing rights.

(d) LAND WITHDRAWALS.—Public Land
Order 3443, only insofar as it pertains to
lands described in subsections (a) and (b),
shall be revoked simultaneous with the con-
veyance of the property under subsection (a).

f

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000

The text of H. Con. Res. 68, a concur-
rent resolution setting forth the con-
gressional budget for the United States
Government for fiscal years 2000
through 2009, as passed by the Senate
on March 25, 1999, follows:

H. CON. RES. 68

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring),
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000.
The Congress declares that this is the con-

current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2000 and that the appropriate budgetary
levels for fiscal years 2001 through 2009 are
hereby set forth.
SEC. 2. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS.

The following budgetary levels are appro-
priate for each of fiscal years 2000 through
2009:

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of
the enforcement of this resolution:

(A) The recommended levels of Federal
revenues are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,456,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,584,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,651,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,684,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,733,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,802,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,867,500,000,000.
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate

levels of Federal revenues should be changed
are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $0.
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$9,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$30,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$50,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$59,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$106,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$138,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$153,400,000,000.

Fiscal year 2009: ¥$178,200,000,000.
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,456,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,487,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,558,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,611,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,665,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,697,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,752,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,813,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,874,400,000,000.
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as
follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $1,583,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $1,638,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $1,666,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $1,715,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $1,781,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $1,841,300,000,000.
(4) SURPLUSES.—For purposes of the en-

forcement of this resolution, the amounts of
the surpluses are as follows:

Fiscal year 2000: $400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $0.
Fiscal year 2002: $1,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $12,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $18,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $17,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $21,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $26,200,000,000.
(5) PUBLIC DEBT.—The appropriate levels of

the public debt are as follows:
Fiscal year 2000: $5,627,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001: $5,707,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002: $5,791,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003: $5,875,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004: $5,954,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005: $6,019,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006: $6,075,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007: $6,128,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008: $6,168,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009: $6,198,100,000,000.

SEC. 3. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES.
The Congress determines and declares that

the appropriate levels of new budget author-
ity and budget outlays for fiscal years 2000
through 2009 for each major functional cat-
egory are:

(1) National Defense (050):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $288,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $276,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $303,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $285,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $308,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $291,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $318,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $303,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $327,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $313,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $328,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $316,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $329,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $315,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $330,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $313,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $332,200,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $317,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $333,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $318,000,000,000.
(2) International Affairs (150):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $11,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $10,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $9,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $13,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000.
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology

(250):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000.
(4) Energy (270):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $0.
(B) Outlays, ¥$700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$1,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$3,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$500,000,000.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3720 April 14, 1999
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,100,000,000.
(5) Natural Resources and Environment

(300):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $22,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $22,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $23,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $23,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $23,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $23,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $23,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $24,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $23,700,000,000.
(6) Agriculture (350):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $13,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $11,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $10,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $10,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $10,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $10,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $10,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,200,000,000.
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $10,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $10,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $12,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $8,800,000,000.
(8) Transportation (400):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $51,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $51,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $50,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $52,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $52,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $52,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $52,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $52,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $52,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $52,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,100,000,000.
(9) Community and Regional Development

(450):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $7,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $10,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $5,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $5,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $7,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $5,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $6,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $4,300,000,000.
(10) Elementary and Secondary Education,

and Vocational Education (501):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $20,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $24,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $21,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:

(A) New budget authority, $24,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $25,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $26,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,900,000,000.
(11) Higher Education, Training, Employ-

ment, and Social Services (500, except for
501):

Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $43,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $41,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $41,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $41,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $40,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $42,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $41,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $43,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $43,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $42,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $44,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $43,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $45,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $44,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $46,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $46,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,500,000,000.
(12) Health (550):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $156,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $153,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $164,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $162,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $173,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $173,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $184,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $185,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $197,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $198,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $212,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $212,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $228,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $228,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $246,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $245,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $265,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $264,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $285,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $284,900,000,000.
(13) Medicare (570):



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3721April 14, 1999
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $208,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $208,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $222,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $222,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $230,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $230,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $250,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $250,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $268,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $268,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $295,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $295,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $306,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $306,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $337,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $337,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $365,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $365,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $394,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $394,200,000,000.
(14) Income Security (600):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $244,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $248,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $250,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $262,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $267,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $277,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $276,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $286,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $286,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $298,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $298,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $304,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $305,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $310,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $311,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $323,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $325,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $334,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $335,700,000,000.
(15) Social Security (650):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $14,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $14,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $13,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $15,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $15,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $16,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $17,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $19,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $19,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $21,000,000,000.

(B) Outlays, $21,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $22,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $22,200,000,000.
(16) Veterans Benefits and Services (700):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $44,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $44,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $44,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $45,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $45,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $46,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $48,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $47,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $47,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $47,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $46,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $48,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $49,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $49,700,000,000.
(17) Administration of Justice (750):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $23,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $24,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $25,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $24,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $24,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $24,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $26,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $26,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $26,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $26,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $26,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $26,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $26,400,000,000.
(18) General Government (800):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $12,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $12,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,800,000,000.

Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $12,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000.
(19) Net Interest (900):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, $275,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $275,500,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, $271,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $271,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, $267,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $267,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, $265,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $265,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, $263,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $263,400,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, $261,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $261,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, $258,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $258,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, $257,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $257,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, $254,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $254,700,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, $252,700,000,000.
(B) Outlays, $252,700,000,000.
(20) Allowances (920):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$8,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$10,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$8,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$12,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$6,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$20,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,400,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$4,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,500,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$4,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,200,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,200,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$5,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$5,900,000,000.
(21) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950):
Fiscal year 2000:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$34,300,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$34,300,000,000.
Fiscal year 2001:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$36,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$36,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2002:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$43,600,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$43,600,000,000.
Fiscal year 2003:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,000,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,000,000,000.
Fiscal year 2004:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$37,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$37,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2005:
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(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2006:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$38,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$38,800,000,000.
Fiscal year 2007:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$40,100,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$40,100,000,000.
Fiscal year 2008:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$40,900,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$40,900,000,000.
Fiscal year 2009:
(A) New budget authority, ¥$41,800,000,000.
(B) Outlays, ¥$41,800,000,000.

SEC. 4. RECONCILIATION.
Not later than September 30, 1999, the

House Committee on Ways and Means shall
report to the House a reconciliation bill that
consists of changes in laws within its juris-
diction such that the total level of revenues
is not less than: $1,408,500,000,000 in revenues
for fiscal year 2000, $7,416,800,000,000 in reve-
nues for fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and
$16,155,700,000,000 in revenues for fiscal years
2000 through 2009.
SEC. 5. SAFE DEPOSIT BOX FOR SOCIAL SECU-

RITY SURPLUSES.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) under the Budget Enforcement Act of

1990, the social security trust funds are off-
budget for purposes of the President’s budget
submission and the concurrent resolution on
the budget;

(2) the social security trust funds have
been running surpluses for 17 years;

(3) these surpluses have been used to im-
plicitly finance the general operations of the
Federal Government;

(4) in fiscal year 2000, the social security
surplus will exceed $137 billion;

(5) for the first time, a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget balances the Federal
budget without counting social security sur-
pluses; and

(6) the only way to ensure that social secu-
rity surpluses are not diverted for other pur-
poses is to balance the budget exclusive of
such surpluses.

(b) POINT OF ORDER.—(1) It shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any concurrent resolution
on the budget, or any amendment thereto or
conference report thereon, that sets forth a
deficit for any fiscal year. For purposes of
this subsection, a deficit shall be the level (if
any) set forth in the most recently agreed to
concurrent resolution on the budget for that
fiscal year pursuant to section 301(a)(3) of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. In set-
ting forth the deficit level pursuant to such
section, that level shall not include any ad-
justments in aggregates that would be made
pursuant to any reserve fund that provides
for adjustments in allocations and aggre-
gates for legislation that enhances retire-
ment security or extends the solvency of the
Medicare trust funds or makes such changes
in the Medicare payment or benefit structure
as are necessary.

(2) Paragraph (1) may be waived in the Sen-
ate only by the affirmative vote of three-
fifths of the Members voting.

(c) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) beginning with fiscal year 2000, legisla-
tion should be enacted to require any official
statement issued by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, the Congressional Budget
Office, or any other agency or instrumen-
tality of the Government of surplus or def-
icit totals of the budget of the Government
as submitted by the President or of the sur-
plus or deficit totals of the congressional
budget, and any description of, or reference
to, such totals in any official publication or
material issued by either of such offices or
any other such agency or instrumentality,

should exclude the outlays and receipts of
the old-age, survivors, and disability insur-
ance program under title II of the Social Se-
curity Act (including the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund)
and the related provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986; and

(2) legislation should be considered to aug-
ment subsection (b) by—

(A) taking such steps as may be required to
safeguard the social security surpluses, such
as statutory changes equivalent to the re-
serve fund for retirement security and Medi-
care set forth in section 6; or

(B) otherwise establishing a statutory
limit on debt held by the public and reducing
such limit by the amounts of the social secu-
rity surpluses.
SEC. 6. RESERVE FUND FOR RETIREMENT SECU-

RITY AND, AS NEEDED, MEDICARE.
(a) RETIREMENT SECURITY.—Whenever the

Committee on Ways and Means of the House
reports a bill, or an amendment thereto is of-
fered, or a conference report thereon is sub-
mitted that enhances retirement security,
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may—

(1) increase the appropriate allocations for
each of fiscal years 2000 through 2004 and ag-
gregates for each of fiscal years 2000 through
2009 of new budget authority and outlays by
the amount of new budget authority pro-
vided by such measure (and outlays flowing
therefrom) for such fiscal year for that pur-
pose; and

(2) reduce the revenue aggregates for each
of fiscal years 2000 through 2009 by the
amount of the revenue loss resulting from
that measure for such fiscal year for that
purpose.

(b) MEDICARE PROGRAM.—Whenever the
Committee on Ways and Means or the Com-
mittee on Commerce of the House reports a
bill, or an amendment thereto is offered, or
a conference report thereon is submitted
that extends the solvency or reforms the
benefit or payment structure of the Medicare
Program, including any measure in response
to the National Bipartisan Commission on
the Future of Medicare, the chairman of the
Committee on the Budget may increase the
appropriate allocations and aggregates of
new budget authority and outlays by the
amounts provided in that bill for that pur-
pose.

(c) LIMITATION.—(1) The chairman of the
Committee on the Budget may only make
adjustments under subsection (a) or (b) if the
net outlay increase plus revenue reduction
resulting from any measure referred to in
those subsections (including any prior ad-
justments made for any other such measure)
for fiscal year 2000, the period of fiscal years
2000 through 2004, or the period of fiscal
years 2000 through 2009 is not greater than an
amount equal to the projected social secu-
rity surplus for such period, as set forth in
the joint explanatory statement of managers
accompanying this concurrent resolution or,
if published, the midsession review for fiscal
year 2000 of the Director of the Congressional
Budget Office. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, revenue reductions shall be treated
as a positive number.

(2) In the midsession review for fiscal year
2000, the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office, in consultation with the Board of
Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal
Disability Insurance Trust Fund, shall make
an up-to-date estimate of the projected sur-
pluses in the social security trust funds for
fiscal year 2000, for the period of fiscal years
2000 through 2004, and for the period of fiscal
years 2000 through 2009.

(3) As used in this subsection, the term
‘‘social security trust funds’’ means the Fed-

eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Fund.
SEC. 7. RESERVE FUND FOR PROGRAMS AUTHOR-

IZED UNDER THE INDIVIDUALS
WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION
ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the House, when the
Committee on Appropriations reports a bill
or joint resolution, or an amendment thereto
is offered, or a conference report thereon is
submitted that provides new budget author-
ity for fiscal year 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, or 2004
for programs authorized under the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may increase the appropriate allocations
and aggregates of new budget authority and
outlays by an amount not to exceed the
amount of new budget authority provided by
that measure (and outlays flowing there-
from) for that purpose up to the maximum
amount consistent with section 611(a) of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(20 U.S.C. 1411(a)(2)).

(b) ADJUSTMENTS.—The adjustments in
outlays (and the corresponding amount of
new budget authority) made under sub-
section (a) for any fiscal year may not ex-
ceed the amount by which an up-to-date pro-
jection of the on-budget surplus made by the
Director of the Congressional Budget Office
for that fiscal year exceeds the on-budget
surplus for that fiscal year set forth in sec-
tion 2(4) of this resolution.

(c) CBO PROJECTIONS.—Upon the request of
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the House, the Director of the Congres-
sional Budget Office shall make an up-to-
date estimate of the projected on-budget sur-
plus for the applicable fiscal year.
SEC. 8. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF CHANGES

IN ALLOCATIONS AND AGGREGATES.
(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-

cations and aggregates made pursuant to
this resolution for any measure shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration;

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that
measure; and

(3) be published in the Congressional
Record as soon as practicable.

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
gregates resulting from these adjustments
shall be considered for the purposes of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution.
SEC. 9. UPDATED CBO PROJECTIONS.

Each calendar quarter the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office shall make an
up-to-date estimate of receipts, outlays and
surplus (on-budget and off-budget) for the
current fiscal year.
SEC. 10. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON THE COM-

MISSION ON INTERNATIONAL RELI-
GIOUS FREEDOM.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) persecution of individuals on the sole

ground of their religious beliefs and prac-
tices occurs in countries around the world
and affects millions of lives;

(2) such persecution violates international
norms of human rights, including those es-
tablished in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights, the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights, the Helsinki
Accords, and the Declaration on the Elimi-
nation of all Forms of Intolerance and Dis-
crimination Based on Religion or Belief;

(3) such persecution is abhorrent to all
Americans, and our very Nation was founded
on the principle of the freedom to worship
according to the dictates of our conscience;
and

(4) in 1998 Congress unanimously passed,
and President Clinton signed into law, the
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International Religious Freedom Act of 1998,
which established the United States Com-
mission on International Religious Freedom
to monitor facts and circumstances of viola-
tions of religious freedom and authorized
$3,000,000 to carry out the functions of the
Commission for each of fiscal years 1999 and
2000.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that—

(1) this resolution assumes that $3,000,000
will be appropriated within function 150 for
fiscal year 2000 for the United States Com-
mission on International Religious Freedom
to carry out its duties; and

(2) the House Committee on Appropriations
is strongly urged to appropriate such
amount for the Commission.
SEC. 11. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON PROVIDING

ADDITIONAL DOLLARS TO THE
CLASSROOM.

(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds that—
(1) strengthening America’s public schools

while respecting State and local control is
critically important to the future of our
children and our Nation;

(2) education is a local responsibility, a
State priority, and a national concern;

(3) working with the Nation’s governors,
parents, teachers, and principals must take
place in order to strengthen public schools
and foster educational excellence;

(4) the consolidation of various Federal
education programs will benefit our Nation’s
children, parents, and teachers by sending
more dollars directly to the classroom; and

(5) our Nation’s children deserve an edu-
cational system that will provide opportuni-
ties to excel.

(b) SENSE OF THE HOUSE.—It is the sense of
the House that—

(1) the House should enact legislation that
would consolidate thirty-one Federal K–12
education programs; and

(2) the Department of Education, the
States, and local educational agencies
should work together to ensure that not less
than 95 percent of all funds appropriated for
the purpose of carrying out elementary and
secondary education programs administered
by the Department of Education is spent for
our children in their classrooms.
SEC. 12. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON ASSET-

BUILDING FOR THE WORKING POOR.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) 33 percent of all American households

have no or negative financial assets and 60
percent of African-American households
have no or negative financial assets;

(2) 46.9 percent of all children in America
live in households with no financial assets,
including 40 percent of caucasian children
and 75 percent of African-American children;

(3) in order to provide low-income families
with more tools for empowerment, incen-
tives which encourage asset-building should
be established;

(4) across the Nation numerous small pub-
lic, private, and public-private asset-building
initiatives (including individual develop-
ment account programs) are demonstrating
success at empowering low-income workers;

(5) the Government currently provides
middle and upper income Americans with
hundreds of billions of dollars in tax incen-
tives for building assets; and

(6) the Government should utilize tax laws
or other measures to provide low-income
Americans with incentives to work and build
assets in order to escape poverty perma-
nently.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that any changes in tax law
should include provisions which encourage
low-income workers and their families to
save for buying their first home, starting a
business, obtaining an education, or taking
other measures to prepare for the future.

SEC. 13. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON ACCESS TO
HEALTH INSURANCE AND PRE-
SERVING HOME HEALTH SERVICES
FOR ALL MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES.

(a) ACCESS TO HEALTH INSURANCE.—
(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(A) 43.4 million Americans are currently

without health insurance, and that this num-
ber is expected to rise to nearly 60 million
people in the next 10 years;

(B) the cost of health insurance continues
to rise, a key factor in increasing the num-
ber of uninsured; and

(C) there is a consensus that working
Americans and their families and children
will suffer from reduced access to health in-
surance.

(2) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON IMPROVING
ACCESS TO HEALTH CARE INSURANCE.—It is
the sense of the Congress that access to af-
fordable health care coverage for all Ameri-
cans is a priority of the 106th Congress.

(b) PRESERVING HOME HEALTH SERVICE FOR
ALL MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES.—

(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(A) the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 re-

formed Medicare home health care spending
by instructing the Health Care Financing
Administration to implement a prospective
payment system and instituted an interim
payment system to achieve savings;

(B) the Omnibus Consolidated and Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations Act,
1999, reformed the interim payment system
to increase reimbursements to low-cost pro-
viders, added $900 million in funding, and de-
layed the automatic 15 percent payment re-
duction for one year, to October 1, 2000; and

(C) patients whose care is more extensive
and expensive than the typical Medicare pa-
tient do not receive supplemental payments
in the interim payment system but will re-
ceive special protection in the home health
care prospective payment system.

(2) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON ACCESS TO
HOME HEALTH CARE.—It is the sense of the
Congress that—

(A) Congress recognizes the importance of
home health care for seniors and disabled
citizens;

(B) Congress and the Administration
should work together to maintain quality
care for patients whose care is more exten-
sive and expensive than the typical Medicare
patient, including the sickest and frailest
Medicare beneficiaries, while home health
care agencies operate in the interim pay-
ment system; and

(C) Congress and the Administration
should work together to avoid the implemen-
tation of the 15 percent reduction in the in-
terim payment system and ensure timely im-
plementation of the prospective payment
system.
SEC. 14. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON MEDICARE

PAYMENT.
(a) FINDINGS.—The House finds that—
(1) a goal of the Balanced Budget Act of

1997 was to expand options for Medicare
beneficiaries under the new Medicare+Choice
program;

(2) Medicare+Choice was intended to make
these choices available to all Medicare bene-
ficiaries; and unfortunately, during the first
two years of the Medicare+Choice program
the blended payment was not implemented,
stifling health care options and continuing
regional disparity among many counties
across the United States; and

(3) the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 also es-
tablished the National Bipartisan Commis-
sion on the Future of Medicare to develop
legislative recommendations to address the
long-term funding challenges facing Medi-
care.

(b) SENSE OF THE HOUSE.—It is the sense of
the House that this resolution assumes that
funding of the Medicare+Choice program is a

priority for the House Committee on the
Budget before financing new programs and
benefits that may potentially add to the im-
balance of payments and benefits in Fee-for-
Service Medicare and Medicare+Choice.
SEC. 15. SENSE OF THE HOUSE ON ASSESSMENT

OF WELFARE-TO-WORK PROGRAMS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of the

House that, recognizing the need to maxi-
mize the benefit of the Welfare-to-Work Pro-
gram, the Secretary of Labor should prepare
a report on Welfare-to-Work Programs pur-
suant to section 403(a)(5) of the Social Secu-
rity Act. This report should include informa-
tion on the following—

(1) the extent to which the funds available
under such section have been used (including
the number of States that have not used any
of such funds), the types of programs that
have received such funds, the number of and
characteristics of the recipients of assist-
ance under such programs, the goals of such
programs, the duration of such programs,
the costs of such programs, any evidence of
the effects of such programs on such recipi-
ents, and accounting of the total amount ex-
pended by the States from such funds, and
the rate at which the Secretary expects such
funds to be expended for each of the fiscal
years 2000, 2001, and 2002;

(2) with regard to the unused funds allo-
cated for Welfare-to-Work for each of fiscal
years 1998 and 1999, identify areas of the Na-
tion that have unmet needs for Welfare-to-
Work initiatives; and

(3) identify possible Congressional action
that may be taken to reprogram Welfare-to-
Work funds from States that have not uti-
lized previously allocated funds to places of
unmet need, including those States that
have rejected or otherwise not utilized prior
funding.

(b) REPORT.—It is the sense of the House
that, not later than January 1, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Labor should submit to the Com-
mittee on the Budget and the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate, in writing,
the report described in subsection (a).
SEC. 16. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON PRO-

VIDING HONOR GUARD SERVICES
FOR VETERANS’ FUNERALS.

It is the sense of the Congress that all rel-
evant congressional committees should
make every effort to provide sufficient re-
sources so that an Honor Guard, if requested,
is available for veterans’ funerals.
SEC. 17. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON CHILD NU-

TRITION.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
(1) both Republicans and Democrats under-

stand that an adequate diet and proper nutri-
tion are essential to a child’s general well-
being;

(2) the lack of an adequate diet and proper
nutrition may adversely affect a child’s abil-
ity to perform up to his or her ability in
school;

(3) the Government currently plays a role
in funding school nutrition programs; and

(4) there is a bipartisan commitment to
helping children learn.

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense
of the Congress that the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce and the Committee
on Agriculture should examine our Nation’s
nutrition programs to determine if they can
be improved, particularly with respect to
services to low-income children.

f

APPOINTMENTS BY THE
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announces the following appoint-
ments on behalf of the majority leader:
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Pursuant to provisions of section 3(b)

of Public Law 105–341, the following in-
dividuals are appointed to the Women’s
Progress Commemoration Commission:
Elaine L. Chao of Kentucky; Amy M.
Holmes of Washington, DC; and Patri-
cia C. Lamar of Mississippi.

f

APPOINTMENTS BY THE
DEMOCRATIC LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair announces the appointment of
the following Senators on behalf of the
Democratic Leader:

Pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 105–244, the following Senator is
appointed to serve as a member of the
Web-Based Education Commission: the
Honorable JEFF BINGAMAN of New Mex-
ico.

Pursuant to the provisions of Public
Law 94–304, as amended by Public Law
99–7, the Chair announces the appoint-
ment as members of the Commission
on Security and Cooperation in Europe:
Senator FRANK R. LAUTENBERG of New
Jersey; Senator BOB GRAHAM of Flor-
ida; Senator RUSSELL D. FEINGOLD of
Wisconsin; and Senator CHRISTOPHER J.
DODD of Connecticut.

f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—HOUSE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTIONS 44, 47, AND 50

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed, en bloc, to the consideration
of the following concurrent resolu-
tions: H. Con. Res. 44, H. Con. Res. 47,
and H. Con. Res. 50.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

NATIONAL PEACE OFFICERS’
MEMORIAL SERVICE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con Res. 44)

authorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds
for the 18th annual National Peace Officers’
Memorial Service.

f

GREATER WASHINGTON SOAP BOX
DERBY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the next resolution.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 47)

authorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds
for the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby.

f

SPECIAL OLYMPICS LAW
ENFORCEMENT TORCH RUN

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the next resolution.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 50)

authorizing the 1999 District of Columbia
Special Olympics Law Enforcement Torch
Run to be run through the Capitol Grounds.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the resolu-
tions be agreed to, the motions to re-
consider be laid upon the table, and
that any statements relating to the
resolutions be printed at the appro-
priate place in the RECORD, with the
above occurring en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The concurrent resolutions (H. Con.
Res. 44, H. Con. Res. 47, and H. Con.
Res. 50) were agreed to.
f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, APRIL
15, 1999

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-

ate completes its business today it
stand in adjournment until 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, April 15. I further ask that
on Thursday, immediately following
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings
be approved to date, the morning hour
be deemed to have expired, the time for
the two leaders be reserved, and the
Senate then resume debate on the
budget resolution conference report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

PROGRAM

Mr. NICKLES. For the information of
all Senators, the Senate will reconvene
on Thursday at 9:30 a.m. and imme-
diately begin the final 5 hours of de-
bate on the budget resolution con-
ference report. Therefore, Senators can
expect a rollcall vote on adoption of
the conference report at approximately
2 p.m., or earlier if time is yielded
back. Under a previous order, the Sen-
ate may also expect a final vote on the
House version of S. 767, the uniform
services tax filing fairness bill. That
vote is expected to occur immediately
following the vote on the budget con-
ference report.

f

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate stand in adjournment
until 9:30 a.m. tomorrow.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 6:09 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
April 15, 1999, at 9:30 a.m.
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